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ABSTRACT 
 This quantitative study analyzes the level of equity of the Mississippi Adequate 
Education Program funding formula through an analysis of the base per-pupil per district 
allocation system.  This study researches the levels of horizontal equity, vertical equity, and 
fiscal neutrality in relation to the equity designed in the original 1993 proposal.  The relationship 
between the current levels of equity found in the Mississippi Adequate Education Program and 
the proposed levels of equity holds significant interest for the Mississippi state legislature and 
educational leaders throughout the state of Mississippi. 
 The funding formulas for Fiscal Year 2004 and Fiscal Year 2010 are shown in relation to 
each other as well as in relation to the original 1993 design.  The state per-pupil per district 
allocation before and after categorical add-ons is used to examine the equity found in the 
formula.  Fiscal Year 2004 was the earliest funding allocation this researcher found as a 
complete dataset in contrast to Fiscal Year 2010 which represents the most current allocation to 
be funded to school districts during the course of this study.  All 152 school district allocations 
are included in both fiscal year datasets.  Both allocations are shown in relation to the original 
1993 proposed design in terms of horizontal and vertical equity through range, restricted range, 
and federal range ratio. The horizontal coefficient of variation is also delineated in contrast to the 
original 1993 design.  Fiscal neutrality is related through the use of a Pearson Product Moment 
Correlation Coefficient and a Coefficient of Determination at the 0.01level (two tailed) of 
significance. 
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 The research findings reflects the Mississippi Adequate Education Program funding 
formula has gains in horizontal equity, a weakening vertical equity component, and is 
moderately positive in fiscal neutrality. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION TO FUNDING 
Over the past four decades, states across the nation have passed legislation resulting in 
differing forms of equity funding for PK-12 education. In 1997, Mississippi passed its version of 
equity funding entitled the Mississippi Adequate Education Program (MAEP) in a concerted 
effort to deter litigation over the existing formula’s potentially inequitable funding of PK-12 
education (Augenblick & Myers, 1993). The legislature also required a five year phase-in 
program which began in the Fiscal Year 1997 (FY1997) to fund only school district capital 
improvement projects. The five year phase-in concluded in FY2002. The Mississippi Adequate 
Education Program was fully funded and fully implemented in FY2002, but has suffered state 
budget cuts in four of its eight years of service through the current FY2010. As a result of these 
budget cuts, the question must be posed as to whether the equity portion of the formula has 
survived with its intended effectiveness over its eight year funded life span, or if the political 
landscape of budget cuts, due to tax shortfalls, have re-created the inequity it was designed to 
alleviate.   
Equity in educational funding terms is generally seen as a means to remove funding 
disparities between school systems to allow districts to make resources available to adequately 
educate all students to the same, or near the same, academic level as their counterparts (Downes 
& Stiefel, 2008). Researchers generally determine equity through a series of statistical analysis.  
The most common statistical measurements are range, federal range ratio, coefficient of  
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variance, standard deviation, the Gini coefficient, and the McLoone Index (Ko, 2006). According 
to Berne and Steifel (1984), there are four guiding questions when determining equity: Who? 
What? How? How much?  The question of who is most often answered as: the children we are 
educating. Financial inputs to schools, which are usually based on a per-pupil expenditure basis, 
normally answer the question of what. The method of how is defined through horizontal equity, 
vertical equity, or fiscal neutrality. How much correlates to the statistical measures used to 
determine levels of need, total levels of funding required, and whether the funds are made 
equally available to all students. 
A Journey to Equity in School Funding 
Litigation over equitable education funding has occurred in practically every state in the 
United States within the previous forty years (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2009).  
In fact, the only five states which have not been involved in some form of court dispute 
revolving around the equitable funding of schools are Delaware, Hawaii, Mississippi, Nevada, 
and Utah. Equity in school finance terms is usually determined by the relationship between local 
property tax wealth and overall spending for education (Rubenstein & Sjoquist, 2003). 
Educational funding formulas are constructed to find the balance of funds a school district will 
receive from a state in relation to the amount of local funds a school district can generate through 
local ad valorem taxation.  This balance is the base of equity in school finance.  
The United State Supreme Court case of Brown v. Board (see Appendix A) spoke to the 
inequalities in education which existed in the nation’s schools of that era. Educational finance 
inequality quickly became the focus of educational reformists. Prior to the Brown v. Board 
ruling, most education funding formulas were designed to allocate monies through an average 
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daily attendance system. While these concepts are still at the heart of today’s formulas, they were 
never intended to provide equality or equity when allocations were posted to school districts. 
 The terms equality and equity, synonymous in meaning for decades, have begun to be 
known differently as court rulings have been handed down. Originally, equality stood for the 
ability to have the same education as everyone else (Bennett, 2003). After Brown v. Board, 
equality came to focus more on equal opportunity rather than sameness of resources. Equity 
focuses on the fairness developed in an educational funding formula; and, over time, has become 
the prominent watchword among educational reformists (Bennett, 2003). Due primarily to 
evolving litigation, equity has been divided into three distinct categories: horizontal equity, 
vertical equity, and fiscal neutrality (Berne & Stiefel, 1984). Of the three, horizontal equity is the 
closest in meaning to the original definition of equality. It refers to allocating resources in an 
equal manner to school districts in similar circumstances, such as a base per-pupil allocation to 
all school districts within a particular state. Vertical equity enables states to fund unequally those 
districts which are in unequal circumstances. For example, a district with a high population of 
students with special needs, such as low socio-economic status (SES), requires greater funding 
per pupil than a high wealth district with a low population of those same low SES special needs 
students. The essence of equity in fiscal neutrality is the absence of a relationship between local 
property wealth and the spending for education in a particular district. After Brown v. Board, 
federal and state courts began mandating funds be taken from wealthy school districts and 
reallocated to low wealth school districts in order to minimize the inequities which financially 
existed between districts. One such example would be the 1971 landmark case of Serrano v. 
Priest. 
   
4 
 
In the Serrano v. Priest decision, the State of California Supreme Court held the then-
current school finance system of California unconstitutional.  The court held the California 
educational finance system violated the students’ right to an equal education as provided under 
the state constitution. The opinion explained how the state allowed educational opportunities to 
be determined by the taxable wealth of a given school district which is an issue of equity 
(Rubenstein & Sjoquist, 2003). The Serrano v. Priest case, although settled in a state court, 
became the impetus for not only state, but also federal, litigation across the nation based on the 
inequity of state educational finance formulas (Bennett, 2003). 
In 1973, another landmark case changed the venue for litigation over educational finance. 
San Antonio School District v. Rodriguez held not only the opinion that the Texas school finance 
system had not violated the equal rights of the plaintiff, but also ruled public education was not a 
right provided through the United States Constitution. In effect, the federal court shifted the 
responsibility to litigate education finance reform to the state courts. Most states’ constitutions 
hold a provision which establishes the necessity to provide some form of equality in education 
(Baker & Green, 2008). Litigation moved from issues of equality to equity in education funding 
and from federal to state courts in just under twenty years.  
School Finance in Mississippi 
By the 1990’s, some states became proactive in their attempts to avoid costly court 
battles over education funding and re-created their funding formulas to provide for more equity 
in the allocations budgeted to school districts. One such state was Mississippi. From the early 
1800’s to as late as 1953, the state of Mississippi provided no direct funding for education. The 
only funds which the state provided were from the leasing of Sixteenth Section lands. These 
Sixteenth Section lands were tracts of land whose titles were vested in the state and sole purpose 
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was to provide either the space for educational physical plants or could be leased to private 
citizens or corporations by the local schools for monetary gain.  The earliest leases in Mississippi 
usually had term limits of 100 years.  All other school district funds came from local sources, 
such as ad valorem taxes. In 1953, then Mississippi Governor Hugh White (D) enacted the 
Strayer-Haig education funding model dubbed the Minimum Education Program (MEP).  The 
Minimum Education Program was an average daily attendance formula which was not primarily 
designed for equity (Johnson, 1997).   By 1992, Mississippi was a prime candidate for litigation 
due to its inequitable education funding formula (Augenblick & Myers, 1993). Mississippi State 
Senator Ronnie Musgrove (D) pushed forward his agenda to find an alternative to the Minimum 
Education Program which would provide more resources to the large number of low wealth 
districts geographically clustered in the industry deprived state. Equity in educational resources 
was one of the primary rationales for the Mississippi legislators’ creation of the Task Force on 
Restructuring the Minimum Education Program in 1993 (Augenblick & Myers, 1993). The 
Restructuring Task Force immediately hired the consulting firm of Augenblick, Van de Water, 
and Myers from Denver, Colorado to evaluate alternative approaches utilized by other states 
which could be modified to provide the equity component missing in the Minimum Education 
Program.   
 In December 1993, Augenblick, Van de Water, and Myers presented a proposal to the 
Restructuring Task Force which demanded a radical shift from the Strayer-Haig version of the 
Minimum Education Program. At the heart of the study were five requests the Restructuring 
Task Force made of the consulting firm of Augenblick, Van de Waters, and Myers:  
1. Examine alternative paths to develop a per-pupil base cost for a Foundation Program 
approach; 
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2. Explore methods to adjust the base student cost in acknowledgment of  the variety of cost 
pressures different districts must resolve; 
3. Develop a computer model to simulate state allocations; 
4. Develop a plan of implementation; 
5. Report the findings and give implications of the plan for school districts. 
The consulting firm proposed what is known today as the Mississippi Adequate Education 
Program which radically changed the face of school funding in Mississippi. Also, Augenblick, 
Van de Water, and Myers recommended the funding program be implemented as early as Fiscal 
Year 1994.  
 During the 1994 Mississippi legislative session, then-Governor Kirk Fordice (R) refused 
to sign the Mississippi Adequate Education Program into law and forced the democratic-
controlled legislature to over-ride his veto. In doing so, the statute was approved by the State of 
Mississippi and the funding for MAEP began in FY1997. A research study published in 1997 by 
the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) outlined the State of Mississippi approved 
version (MAEP) of Augenblick, Van de Water, and Myers’ proposal.   
 The Mississippi Adequate Education Program is a formula similar in function to what 
many other states have approved for use. The plan is a modified Guaranteed Yield Program 
utilizing a per-pupil base cost formula. The foundation of the Guaranteed Yield Program requires 
a state to guarantee a base allocation per-pupil for every school district statewide with 
adjustments made for the strength of local mills levied, add-on costs, an at-risk component, and 
average daily attendance counts. In Fiscal Year 2010, the State of Mississippi provided roughly 
76% of a district’s budget with local ad valorem taxes accounting for the remaining 24% of the 
budget.  Compared to other states, this places Mississippi in the top third in the nation for the 
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amount of total state funding allocated to individual school districts despite being recognized as 
one of the poorest states in the Union. Federal funding is not factored into MAEP allocations for 
school districts. 
Statement of the Problem 
   Budget cuts and political maneuvering require a review of the Mississippi Adequate 
Education Program. To date, the only studies on record are state requested reports written by the 
original consulting firm hired by the State of Mississippi to create the funding program and a 
state legislature subcommittee Performance Evaluation and Expenditure Review (PEER) written 
for the FY2003 Mississippi legislative session. There has not been an independent, 
comprehensive study of the current equity provided by the Mississippi Adequate Education 
Program in relation to the intended horizontal equity developed into the original formula.   
Implications and Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this quantitative study is to conduct an analysis of the level of the equity 
of the Mississippi Adequate Education Program funding formula through an analysis of the base 
per-pupil per district allocation system. Quantitative statistical analysis will be used to determine 
the level of equity of the current funding system in relation to the level of equity the program 
was intended to have when the formula was passed into law. Indeed, nationwide, governors and 
state legislators have made equitable funding a premier portion of their educational initiatives 
(Ko, 2006). Equity formulas are driving educational leaders in the decisions they are making in 
terms of what can be afforded to educate students.  
However, with revenues falling drastically, state legislators are having difficulty finding 
other areas of their state’s budget to cut further without cuts in funding for PK-12 education. 
Historically, state budget cuts in Mississippi take place in the middle of a fiscal year, which 
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leaves superintendents hastily attempting to understand, plan, and implement budget cuts within 
their own local school district. These decisions regarding the educating of students bring forth 
the question of whether the funding formulas are still equitable.  
Research Question                                                                                                                                                        
The main question driving this study is whether the Mississippi Adequate Education 
Program continues to be true to the equity premise first involved in its design in 1993.  
In order to answer this question, the following considerations must be addressed: 
1. Does MAEP meet the criteria for horizontal equity? 
2. Does MAEP meet the criteria for vertical equity? 
3. Does MAEP meet the criteria for fiscal neutrality? 
4. Does the current funding meet the level of horizontal equity (range, federal range, 
standard deviation, coefficient of variance) as was intended in its original design? 
Methodology 
Prior to the beginning of this study, the researcher will seek approval from the 
researcher’s dissertation committee at The University of Mississippi to gather data from the 
Mississippi Department of Education.  The data studied will consist of Mississippi district 
allocations from the Mississippi Adequate Education Program funding from Fiscal Year 2004 
and Fiscal Year 2010.   
Equity will be determined through analyzing the relationship of the number of dollars the 
state provides a district by utilizing statistical measurements such as range, federal range ratio, 
standard deviation, and coefficient of variance for FY2004 and FY2010.  Three outcomes are 
possible: 1) the amount of money a district receives is equitable in relation to the funds other 
districts receive from the state, 2) the amount of money a district receives is not equitable to the 
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amount of money other districts receive from the state, or 3) no relationship can be found in the 
allocation school districts received from the state. 
Definition of Terms 
1. Equity - is determined by the relationship between local property tax wealth and overall 
spending for education (Rubenstein & Sjoquist, 2003). 
2. Horizontal Equity - refers to allocating resources in an equal manner to school districts in 
similar circumstances (Berne & Stiefel, 1984).  
3. Vertical Equity - enables states to fund unequally those districts which are in unequal 
circumstances (Berne, 1984). 
4. Fiscal Neutrality - the absence of a relationship between local property wealth and the 
spending for education in a particular district (Odden & Picus, 2004). 
5. Range - measures the difference in per-pupil spending from highest to lowest (Downes & 
Stiefel, 2008). 
6. McLoone Index - compares the actual spending total in all districts that spend less than 
the determined per-pupil median district, the higher the spending is the ratio and the less 
spending is the inequity (Downes & Stiefel, 2008). 
7. Gini Coefficient - is a statistical snapshot of the inequality of spending from the districts 
in the 95
th
 percentile of per-pupil expenditure and the 5
th
 percentile by comparing the 
extremes between the two levels of spending (Corcoran & Evans, 2008). 
8. Federal Range - the restricted range which is divided at the 5th percentile by the base per-
pupil (Berne & Steifel, 1984). 
9. Restricted Range - the ascending order of per-pupil units showing the difference between 
the 95
th
 and the 5
th
 student percentiles (Berne & Steifel, 1984). 
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Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations 
This study assumes the original calculations by Augenblick and Myers (1993) to 
determine equity were correct. Further, it is assumed that the data collected from the Mississippi 
Department of Education for this equity analysis is accurate. 
  This quantitative study addresses the inter-district allocations from MAEP by the state, 
but does not compare the efficiency models in the intra-district allocations. The delimitation 
factor involved in this study is the researcher’s ability to have access to state financial records 
dating back to 1997. For the purpose of this study, MAEP allocations for the FY2004 and 
FY2010 are related because these are the two years of funding the Mississippi Department of 
Education could provide complete data for and reflects the most current year MAEP was funded 
albeit with a prorated budget cut after the formula was created.   
Significance of the Study 
The development of the Mississippi Adequate Education Program was based on two 
premises 1) the funding formula was a proactive approach to deterring litigation over the funding 
inequity which existed in the previous funding program known as the Minimum Education 
Program, and 2) the funding formula was designed to first provide equity which would in turn 
give provision for adequacy and efficiency. The significance of this study is that MAEP has not 
been studied by an independent source to determine if the plan continues to provide the equity 
intended in the original plan in 1993. The results of this study may assist Mississippi 
policymakers in revisiting the intent and purpose of the funding program in an effort to increase 
its potential for equity, adequacy, and efficiency. 
Organization of the Dissertation 
Chapter 1 represents a general historical and contextual background necessary to 
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understanding equity along with a general methodology of the study, a definition of terms, and 
the assumptions, limitations, and delimitations for the study. The chapter also includes the 
significance of the study. Chapter 2 contains the literature review which explicates selected 
literature and research as is related to this study. Chapter 3 gives the definitional terms and 
methodology utilized within this study. Chapter 4 provides a discussion of the results and 
findings. Chapter 5 readdresses the research question and gives conclusions and 
recommendations. 
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CHAPTER 2 
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES  
 Measures of equity in educational funding have been a predominant source of political 
and legal debate since the existence of public schools in the United States. A study of the legal, 
political, and historical landscape of the different funding programs used by states is necessary in 
understanding how funding in education has evolved to the level of equity we know today. The 
Founding Fathers, as they wrote the United States Constitution, made no provisions stating that 
equality in education was a fundamental right and left the funding of public schools in the hands 
of the individual states (Baker & Green, 2008). In contrast, many educational researchers 
attribute three men, Elwood Cubberly, John Dewey, and Horace Mann, with having created the 
concept of American public education in terms of equality, adequacy, efficiency, liberty, and 
legitimacy (Tozer, Senese, & Violas, 2008).   
At the turn of the 19
th
 century, equity was originally measured by equality in education 
funding (Bennett, 2003). In terms of funding, Cubberly’s vision was for funding formulas to 
stabilize and equalize the wealth across the school districts. His plan was to allocate more state 
funds to the lower socio-economic districts and fewer funds, if any, to high wealth districts in 
order to provide equality of education to all children no matter where their school district was 
located geographically (Bennett). Cubberly warned against using measurements such as an 
average daily attendance formula for educational funding because it did not necessarily create a 
method for the betterment of education. 
   
13 
 
Building on Cubberly’s designs, George Strayer and Robert Haig (1923) created the 
Strayer-Haig stabilization-funding model used widely by states until the mid-1950s. The Strayer-
Haig model attempted to equalize the funding school districts received through state and local 
tax revenues. The model allocates more wealth to lower socio-economic districts and fewer state 
funds to higher wealth districts in order to equalize the funds each district received. Although 
each state utilized a different formula to attain this goal, the Strayer-Haig model is a foundation 
program which guarantees a base per-pupil allocation to every district, and the model requires 
the highest wealth districts to contribute a portion of their taxable assets to the state for 
redistribution to poor districts. 
 Despite these attempts to stabilize the equality of education funding, many states’ 
residents were dissatisfied with the level of funding their school districts received. Other funding 
alternatives came along in the 1950’s, including the modified Strayer-Haig model, which was a 
simple average daily attendance formula. It was adopted by the State of Mississippi in 1954 and 
called the Minimum Education Program (MEP). Although different equalization formulas were 
attempted nation-wide in the 1950’s, and continued through the 1980’s, the pressing argument 
from education reformists during that time changed from equality to equity in educational 
funding. The definition of equality in education has since decidedly evolved towards meaning 
opportunity rather than equity since Brown v. Board (Imber, 2004). As court cases over financial 
equity in education have become more prevalent, the term equality has changed in meaning.  
Courts now see equality as giving an individual, or a group, the same opportunity to choose a 
certain goal in life and the courts further add that the individual, or group, should also be 
provided the same equitable resources, such as education, to have the ability to achieve their 
goal.  The attention and detail given to equity for the past forty years through court cases and 
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political debate has led to more precise definitions of what equity should mean in terms of 
educational funding. Additional funding was not being allocated to school districts for special 
needs students, such as those students who were at-risk of not graduating because they were from 
a low socio-economic status background or enrolled in special education programs. In essence, 
equity removes funding disparities between school districts in order to allow districts to make the 
resources available to adequately educate these special needs students to perform at, or near, the 
same academic level as their counterparts (Downes, 2008).   
 Litigation has become the preferred method of education funding reformists to change the 
various state funding formulas in order to provide equity across school districts. The definition of 
equity has become clearer; but, conversely, the methods of determining equity have become 
more complex. As each subsequent state succumbs to court decisions over education financing, 
reformists are convincing state courts to create new requirements of adequacy, efficiency, and a 
level of academic standards to be required by states legislators when financing local school 
districts.  
Education in the United States 
 When the United States was created, there were three distinct geographical regions: New 
England, the Mid-Atlantic States, and the Southern states. Wealth in each of the three regions 
came from distinctly different sources: manufacturing in New England, ports in the mid-Atlantic, 
and agriculture in the Southern states. As time progressed, the frontier was developed which 
captured the world’s attention through its promise of abundance (Tozer, Senese, & Violas, 
2008). Throughout these years, education was held at a premium for a select population.  Schools 
were funded locally by whatever means the local community determined it could, or desired, to 
afford.  In Massachusetts, the Old Deluder Satan Law, passed in 1642, required all 
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Massachusetts communities having at least fifty households to create and financially support a 
local school. Education through the lowest elementary grades had become necessary for men to 
determine their daily business needs, but any education beyond elementary grades came 
normally at a cost per pupil to be funded by the individual family paid directly to the school 
(Tozer, Senese, & Violas). Young men were only educated through elementary school unless 
they were from a wealthy family or were sponsored by one. Young women, on the other hand, 
were educated to adequately run a home. This included the same elementary mathematics, 
reading, and writing skills a young man would receive; but the rationale for the education was 
for a different purpose without thought of further educational pursuit. A young man’s future 
status in society, then, would be determined by the highest level of education his family, or his 
benefactor, could afford. 
 In 1789, Massachusetts revised the law to require local communities to provide a local 
school for at least six months out of every year; and if the community had 199 families, the 
community was to provide for classical languages to be taught as well (Tozer, Senese, &Violas, 
2008). In the mid-1800’s, immigration and urbanization flourished.  However, the creation of 
concentrated populations was a bi-product of industrialization. Quickly, employers and civic 
leaders realized that an educated, albeit still at the elementary level, workforce was a more 
efficient workforce. Less time and fewer resources were necessary to train and control the 
workforce if they could read, write, and work simple mathematical problems. 
 The federal government, after the War of 1812, compensated the State of Massachusetts 
for the use of its state militia. Horace Mann lobbied and swayed the Massachusetts state 
legislature into using those funds to create the nation’s first state board of education (Tozer, 
Senese, & Violas, 2008).  Mann was immediately selected to be the Secretary of Education for 
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the State of Massachusetts. A post he held for twelve years.  During his tenure, he created a 
means for teachers to be trained by institutions of higher learning, urged a particular model of 
school building to be constructed, and convinced the lower class that education was a means to 
escape poverty. Except for Sixteenth Section land grant leases, he was not successful in urging 
the Massachusetts legislative body to fund public education. 
 As the 1880’s progressed into the 1900’s, the urban population grew exponentially. In 
industrialized states across the nation, local taxes generated revenues substantial enough to build 
brick school buildings, open schools for more than six months, and created a demand for trained 
teachers. By 1853, the State of California enacted the first statute in the nation creating funds for 
education. A five cent sales tax was levied to provide state funds for local school districts. For 
the first time in the nation’s history, a state was directly allocating funds for the education of its 
children (Monroe, 1911). However, these allocations came to be known as flat grants. These 
funds were equal amounts of money being given to communities despite the communities’ 
ability to raise local dollars in an adequate amount to support the local school. Eventually, the 
amount determined for each district became a political process with no scientific method of 
allocation attached (Springer, Houck, & Guthrie, 2008). 
In 1912, the issue of funding education was already being addressed by the courts.  In the 
case of Sawyer v. Gilmore, the Maine Supreme Court determined school finance equity was the 
responsibility of a state’s legislature and should not be settled by the court system. By 1923, 
George Strayer and Robert Haig published their solutions to the problems created by the then-
current state flat grant funding formulas. What was proposed was a foundation grant proposal 
which came to be known as the Strayer-Haig formula. A foundation grant requires the state to 
provide a base per-pupil cost and also requires local entities to contribute a portion of the local 
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taxes they are able to raise to fund the total cost of the foundation. The state would then divide 
the total revenue equally among school districts in a manner which would take into account the 
difference in the total spending amount and the local revenue wealth of a particular district thus 
providing equity at the most basic level (Springer, Houck, & Guthrie, 2008).  At the inception of 
the Strayer-Haig formula, no scientific method existed to determine what level of funding was 
necessary to provide for equity or adequacy in education. Eventually, the process became a 
product of the political machinery of that state’s legislature, and the minimum dollar amount 
which could be given to education was the preferable method of dissemination of allocation 
(Augenblick & Myers, 1993).     
 The 1954 federal case of Brown v. Board spoke to the inequalities which existed in the 
nation’s education systems. As the 1960’s Civil Rights Movement began, in conjunction with 
Brown v. Board, educational finance inequality quickly became the focus of educational 
reformists. Basing their arguments of equality as provided by the Fourteenth Amendment, the 
judicial decisions were facilitated by Coons, Clune, and Sugarman’s text Private Wealth and 
Public Education (1970). In the landmark case of Serrano v. Priest decision, the State of 
California Supreme Court ruled the state’s school finance system was unconstitutional. The 
opinion provided how the state allowed educational funding be based on the taxable wealth of a 
given school district. The court felt the finance system of California violated students’ right to an 
equal education as provided by the state constitution. The case was profound and scholars still 
refer to the arguments as Proposition One (Springer, Houck, & Guthrie, 2008). The basis of 
Proposition One holds the tenet that the quality of a child’s schooling should not be a function of 
wealth, other than the wealth of a state as a whole. The Serrano case, although settled in a state 
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court, became the impetus for federal litigation across the nation based on the inequity of 
educational finance formulas currently in use by different states (Koski & Hahnel, 2008).  
 Following on the heels of the Serrano case was the federal case of San Antonio School 
District v. Rodriguez  which held not only the opinion that the Texas school finance system had 
not violated the equal rights of the plaintiff, but also ruled public education was not a right 
protected by the United States Constitution. In effect, the federal court shifted the ability and 
responsibility to litigate education finance reform to the state courts (Picus, Goertz, & Odden, 
2008). Since most states’ constitutions hold a provision which establishes the state must provide 
some form of equality in education, education finance reformists quickly realized that individual 
state’s educational funding was not equitable and therefore susceptible to litigation (Bennett, 
2003).  In Serrano and San Antonio, the issue of equality of education in Brown had been 
transformed into equity in funding. Equality was becoming more synonymous with opportunity 
and education finance reformers were finding it was more profitable to go to court over the 
inequitable funding formulas used by the states. As previously stated, litigation moved from 
equality to equity in education funding and from federal to state courts in just under twenty 
years. 
A Discussion of Equity 
 The question of why the judicial system moved away from equality of education to 
making decisions concerning equity in educational funding is directly linked to the Proposition 
One issue in the Serrano case. Prior to Serrano, there were no sufficient methods of 
understanding whether schools were receiving funding and resources in an equal manner. 
Although Proposition One does not explain what the funding formula should be, it does specify 
   
19 
 
what the formula’s result should not be: a function of wealth of either the district or the 
individuals residing in the district (Springer, Houck, & Guthrie, 2008).   
 Serrano set the stage for three different types of equity in use today: horizontal equity, 
vertical equity, and fiscal neutrality. In the text, The Measurement of Equity in School Finance 
(1984), Robert Berne and Leanna Stiefel examine each of the three equity components and 
describe the methodological procedures necessary to measure and create equitable funding 
solutions for states’ inter-district allocations and intra-district allocations.    
The most prevalent and recognized form of equity is horizontal equity. Berne and Stiefel 
(1984) refer to horizontal equity as the equal treatment of equals. Horizontal equity requires 
resources be equally available to all students across a state. Horizontal equity also is blind to the 
unequal needs of students. Its premise is all students are similar and will be treated equally, and 
allocations will then be given in an equal per-pupil base to school districts. Baker and Green 
(2008) typify horizontal equity as a minimal rule of fairness since it does not take into account 
any differences in student needs or district wealth. Typically, a state would determine a flat grant 
approach to allocations for school districts, and state legislative bodies would approve or modify 
the base per-pupil funding amounts going to all districts regardless of district size, wealth, 
student needs, or geographical location. 
 Vertical equity is perhaps the most controversial form of equity. Due to the inherent 
nature of vertical equity, it is more difficult to determine where the limit of vertical equity should 
be and whether it can ever be truly attained. Derived from a progressive tax philosophy system, 
vertical equity quickly becomes a matter of political debate when a state attempts 
implementation (Baker & Green, 2008).  Some scholars believe vertical equity is but an 
extension of horizontal equity.  In definitional terms, vertical equity takes on the appearance of 
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horizontal equity and makes the addition of the unequal treatment of unequals. Vertical equity 
enables states to fund unequally those districts which are in unequal circumstances. The essence 
of vertical equity is the idea that students who need significantly more to attain the same 
achievement level will receive whatever significantly more means in order to achieve those equal 
outcomes (Baker & Green, 2008).  As one example, a district with a high population of students 
with special needs, in this case low socio-economic status (SES), would need greater state 
funding per pupil than a high wealth district with a low population of students with special 
needs, here again low SES. The necessary appropriateness of vertical equity is difficult to 
ascertain because the meaning of vertical equity differs in relation to the states attempting to 
apply it. Georgia has taken a traditional approach to resolving its problems with vertical equity. 
By creating a system of weights within its funding formula, Georgia has devised a categorical 
formula entitled ESPLOST which takes into account the differing needs of its students. South 
Dakota has taken a less traditional approach and calculated how to attain vertical equity through 
its density formula.  Due to the vast distances between schools and the distances between 
students living within the districts, South Dakota has created a density formula to ensure vertical 
equity despite issues created by transportation.   
 The third form of equity is known as fiscal neutrality. The essence of equity in fiscal 
neutrality is the removal of a relationship between local property wealth and the spending for 
education in a particular district (Imber, 2004). Typically, courts mandate funding be taken from 
wealthy school districts and reallocated to low wealth school districts in order to minimize the 
inequities which financially exist between districts. An example would be the California 
landmark case Serrano v. Priest which was the first court-mandated state to implement fiscal 
neutrality. Until Serrano, California schools relied more heavily on local taxes to provide for 
   
21 
 
education, but the poorer districts could not provide an equitable, or comparable, education in 
relation to wealthy school districts. The California State Supreme court intervened and took a 
portion of locally raised taxes from the wealthy districts and re-distributed that wealth to the 
poorer districts. In effect, fiscal neutrality forces control of children’s education away from local 
districts and gives control to the state, whereas horizontal and vertical equity models typically 
leave control of education funding allotment in the hands of the local government or community.  
Funding Programs 
When studying equity, researchers must also be aware of the three general forms of 
school funding programs: foundation, guaranteed tax base (GTB) also referred to as a guaranteed 
yield plan (GYP), and combination programs. Investigators should also be aware of the 
difference in input equity and output equity (Rubenstein & Sjoquist, 2003; Baker & Green, 2008; 
Picus, Goertz, & Odden, 2008). The purpose of these programs is to insure equal access to 
allocated revenues on a per-pupil basis for school districts in a given state. Ko (2006) states if the 
goal of a state is simply to provide a minimum per-pupil level of revenue, then a foundation 
program is normally utilized. However, if a state wishes to provide some form of equal resources 
for equal tax effort, then a GTB/GYP would be preferable. At times, the Guaranteed Yield Plan 
will combine the foundation and guaranteed tax base programs in an effort to provide equalized 
per-pupil revenue and equal opportunity to access additional resources for adequacy purposes.  
Input equity refers to the equality of educational inputs, and output equity refers to the 
equality of educational outcomes. Input equity is directly related to placing resources, in terms of 
finances, into the education system to balance the allocated amount a school district will have on 
a per-pupil basis. Output equity questions whether a district can achieve educational equality 
   
22 
 
(Baker & Green, 2008); or, can resources be provided adequately wherein  public schools close 
achievement gaps between groups and become comparatively equal.   
 The foundation program funding formula provides a base per-pupil cost and requires 
local entities to contribute local tax revenue raised to fund the total cost of the foundation. The 
state then divides the total revenue equally among school districts, usually through an average 
daily attendance formula, which takes into account the difference in the total expenditures and 
local revenue wealth of a particular district thus providing equity at the most basic level 
(Rubenstein & Sjoquist, 2003). The foundation program typically supports what is known as 
input equity which can be in the form of horizontal equity or fiscal neutrality (Baker & Green, 
2008). 
 Guaranteed base tax programs/guaranteed yield plans are equalization formulas. The key 
term in each formula is guaranteed.  These formulas guarantee a base per-pupil allocation will be 
available for all local districts. In general terms, both the Guaranteed Tax Base and the 
Guaranteed Yield Plan requires a state to select a level of property base per-pupil and then 
guarantees every school district will be allocated at least the same amount when the mean 
average of mills statewide is calculated and added to the base per-pupil cost. The state guarantees 
a grant equal to the difference between different school district’s actual dollar amounts raised 
through tax levy according to the specified required millage and the dollar amount a district can 
actually raise based on a specific level of millage. Although districts may levy a higher millage 
than required, they cannot go below the minimum number of mills required by state statute. The 
lower wealth districts are guaranteed higher grant levels per-pupil from the state than the grant a 
high wealth district receives from the state (Rubenstein & Sjoquist, 2003). The guaranteed tax 
base/guaranteed yield plan supports outcome equity in the forms of vertical equity and fiscal 
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neutrality with horizontal equity as its base. By providing a base per-pupil horizontal equity first, 
the guaranteed tax base/guaranteed yield plan underpins outcome equity by requiring every 
district receive a required dollar amount per child.  Thus, any extra funding, known as 
categorical add-ons, will provide vertical equity, and vertical equity is a precursor for outcome 
equity.  Fiscal neutrality cannot be accomplished unless horizontal equity is established in the 
funding formula. Fiscal neutrality is built upon the premise that equality in education can only be 
accomplished by providing equity in funding.  This equity in funding will also provide for 
outcome equity. 
 A state may opt for a third funding program which is commonly titled a modified or 
combination program. A state may take portions of the foundation program and intermix it with 
the GYP in any manner they see fit. The goal of the level of equity will determine which funding 
program will be the dominant portion of the funding formula.  According to Ko (2006), neither 
of the funding programs, foundation or GTB/GYP, will provide equal allocation across local 
school districts.  Local districts may levy additional taxes to provide for a better-than-state 
mandated or minimal per-pupil expenditure if the local tax payers can afford the additional 
levied millage. Only if a state requires total control over local tax contributions can these district-
level per-pupil manipulations be stopped (Rubenstein & Sjoquist, 2003). 
Approaches to Spending 
 When attempting to determine how to calculate what amount of spending is necessary to 
adequately educate children, most states have utilized a least amount approach (Downes & 
Steifel, 2008).  In other words, what is the least amount of funds it will take to educate our 
children to the level we desire for them to attain academically? When attempting to determine 
how much the base per-pupil cost should be to achieve a pre-determined level of student 
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performance, one, or a combination of three approaches are used: 1) professional judgment, 2) 
successful district, and 3) whole school design. 
 When time is limited and it hampers a researcher’s  or consultant’s ability to adequately 
compile data, or the data set necessary to provide a complete picture of a problem is not 
available, the researcher may decide to use the professional judgment approach.  In this 
approach, a panel of experts, a task force, or a forum is convened to determine the level of 
spending necessary for each category of a suggested funding formula (Downes & Stiefel, 2008).  
This team will consist of experts from various fields within and without the field of education 
and may represent business, political, educational, and community members to provide their 
individual expertise towards the betterment of a common goal. The quality of recommendations 
given by the panel is directly related to the method of approach the researcher utilizes. A panel 
will generally meet for several days to allow for a detailed discussion of each category and the 
means necessary to achieve the prescribed level of achievement. Another panel may then be 
convened and the notes from the first panel are passed on to the second panel for debate and 
modifications. Sometimes the two panels are joined together for a last look at the decisions 
regarding what is needed to reach the original goal. 
 According to Downes and Steifel (2008), the professional judgment approach has two 
major flaws: 1) an unrealistic mentality if there are no real-world limits placed on the end result, 
in this instance actual dollar amounts, and 2) human bias to such a point that some members 
want the funding for their own self-serving purposes. The authors also mentioned the use of 
consulting firms. A specific firm, Augenblick, Van de Water, and Myers which in 2010 is known 
as Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates, is mentioned by the authors specifically and repeatedly 
(Downes & Steifel, 2008).  The firm has been utilized by over twenty states in their attempts to 
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create equity formulas. Downes and Steifel also assert the notion of the use of the same firms to 
create similar panel characteristics in different states could greatly reduce the amount of time 
necessary to create more equitable state funding formulas. 
 The second approach to determine levels of spending is the successful school district 
approach. The idea is to first determine what successful means, in quantifiable terms, in a given 
state and then determine which school districts meet that definition. Once these districts are 
found, then the researcher or consultant must determine the level of spending necessary to be 
successful by averaging the spending of each successful district on a per-pupil basis. This 
approach is appealing to many state legislators; however, the weakness of the approach is some 
successful districts may not necessarily fall into a typical district category for a variety of 
reasons. They may differ in wealth, types of students, or in other, unobservable, ways (Downes 
& Steifel, 2008). 
 A third approach to determining levels of spending is the whole school design. This 
design, supported by Odden (1997), is based on the premise of a close examination of a 
successful school as an example of what resources are necessary to improve student performance 
and model a budget from it. Traditionally, this design is built from within by a team of 
administrators, teachers, and students. The whole school design can provide a good estimate of 
what is necessary for improvement if the needs are similar. If they are dissimilar due to the 
uniqueness of the model or the setting we are trying to formulate spending for, the result will 
likely be a failure (Downes & Steifel, 2008). 
 The final rationale for determining which type of funding program to use, foundation or a 
guaranteed program; or what approach to spending should be used, professional judgment, 
successful district, or whole school design, is ultimately decided by what type of equity 
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(horizontal, vertical, or fiscal neutrality) a state wants to put into law to satisfy court mandates, 
budgetary constraints, or political agendas. Arkansas, Georgia, Missouri, Nevada, and South 
Dakota were chosen at random to represent the different types of tax programs.  These states are 
examined to understand how they have or have not attempted to create equity in their state’s 
educational finance formula, and whether there was a court-mandated impetus for re-creating 
those funding formulas. 
Arkansas: A Battle for Equity through Fiscal Neutrality 
 In Dupree v. Alma School District, the Arkansas State Supreme Court determined that 
Arkansas’ state school funding system was unconstitutional under the equal protection clause of 
the state constitution. The court stated there was no relationship to be found between the 
educational needs of the students and the state’s school finance formula. In the years that 
followed, superintendents and school boards became extremely disgruntled over a complex and 
unwieldy funding formula that had been enacted due to Dupree (Dickinson, Cantu, & 
Castleberry, 1994). In 2001, the state of Arkansas lost litigation over its latest funding formula in 
Lake View School District No. 25 v. Huckabee. The court mandated the state comply by 
providing an improved funding formula by January 1, 2004.  Arkansas Governor Mike Huckabee 
held a legislative session in late 2003 and the legislators passed a number of school reforms 
(Barnett & Blankenship, 2005). 
 The reform, passed by the Arkansas legislators in 2003 entitled ACT 59, has 
requirements ranging from consolidating districts with enrollments below 350 students to adding 
testing accountability measures. The state also increased its allocation for education by $450 
million for Fiscal Year 2004. Act 59 established a fiscally neutral funding formula to equitably 
fund local school districts. A foundation program, Act 59 provided a base per-pupil allocation 
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and supplemental funding for special needs students. The average daily attendance for the 
preceding year was utilized to determine the funds to be allocated for a district’s special needs 
population. The state garnered vertical equity and fiscal neutrality by equalizing the wealth 
distribution of the state’s school districts. Wealthy districts were still able to raise millage levels 
above the minimum, but they must contribute a specified portion of their local revenues to the 
state for re-allocation. 
 Although the Arkansas legislature did increase the overall equity of school district 
allocations and the overall funding level for education, 49 districts requested the Lake View case 
be reopened in 2005 due to local school district superintendent’s dissatisfaction with the political 
maneuvering of funds being allocated to districts (Barnett & Blankenship, 2005). The court 
granted the request in both cases stating the state had not fulfilled its agreement to adequately 
fund all Arkansas school districts. However, in both cases a special master was appointed to 
report on Arkansas’ compliance with the court order. In 2007, the special master reported 
compliance with the court order, and the case was closed.  
A Combination Program: Georgia 
 The constitution of the State of Georgia states “The provision of an adequate public 
education for the citizens shall be a primary responsibility of the State of Georgia” (Rubenstein 
& Sjoquist, 2003). McDaniel v. Thomas challenged the state constitutionality of Georgia’s 
education funding formula based on equity rather than adequacy.  The Georgia Supreme Court 
ruling determined the state’s education formula did not violate anyone’s constitutional 
requirement for an adequate education despite the court’s recognition of the lack of equity 
through equalization of the state’s funding program. 
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 Although the state won the court case, then-Governor Joe Frank Harris commissioned a 
study to review the funding program. The Education Review Commission (ERC) released its 
report in November, 1984 which was immediately accepted and passed into law in the 1985 
legislative session as the Quality Basic Education Act (QBE). Following a two year phase-in 
period, QBE was fully implemented in Fiscal Year 1987. 
 In 1999, then-Governor Roy Barnes commissioned the Governor’s Education Reform 
Study Commission (ERSC) to review the QBE and make recommendations for necessary 
changes. The recommendation brought forward by the ERSC was passed into law in 2000 under 
the new name of A+ Education Reform Act. The new law left the original QBE formula intact 
with modifications occurring primarily in the categorical areas, such as the English for Speakers 
of Other Languages funding to be rolled into the foundation program rather than being left in a 
categorical grant line item. 
 Georgia uses a combination program to fund PK-12 education with the foundation 
program being the largest portion and the guaranteed tax base program (GTB) being the smaller 
of the two programs (Rubenstein & Sjoquist, 2003). In the Georgia model, student weights are 
utilized for calculations; and, rather than a count of the total number of students, pupil weight is 
determined by the actual time (i.e. how many class periods and total of minutes per class period) 
a student spends in the differing educational programs offered. In a foundation program, local 
districts are to have a prescribed levy of taxes that will be contributed to the state for overall re-
allocation to districts which provides for fiscal neutrality. Georgia set a tax rate of five mills for 
contribution to the state re-allocation funds. Beginning with the QBE, during each successive 
legislative session, the Georgia legislature is required to re-set the base per-pupil cost based on 
the estimated cost of the instructional program (Rubenstein & Sjoquist, 2003). 
   
29 
 
 The smaller portion of the Georgia funding program is the Guaranteed Tax Base Program 
which is aimed at vertical equity. In the GTB, the property tax base cap is set at the 75
th
 
percentile of per-pupil property wealth. Through this tax base, low wealth districts are given the 
resources needed financially to educate students to the same, or near the same, academic levels 
as the state’s richer districts. The ceiling a wealthy district can levy through tax millage is set at 
15 mills above the five mills required by the foundation portion of the program. However, the 
Georgia program only requires the levying of the original five mills in the foundation piece of 
the formula.   
 According to Rubenstein and Sjoquist (2003), there are four major concerns with the 
current formula in place in Georgia: 1) the formula is so complicated only the experts understand 
it and the formula is then vulnerable to biased processes, 2) there may be too much state control 
and too little local autonomy, 3) since there is no specific language in the statute, the question of 
whether the formula supports charter schools is still being debated, and 4) if the local millage is 
above the 75 percent cap, there is a question of which state agency receives the benefit of the 
property taxes not being used by education?   
Missouri: A Guaranteed Base Program 
 In the early 1990’s, Missouri had the worst statistical selected national indices, such as 
coefficient of variation and federal range ratio, in school equity in the nation (Ko, 2006). The 
closer to zero the coefficient of variation is the more equitable a funding formula becomes.  In 
the early 1990’s, Missouri had a coefficient of variation of 39.58.  The federal standard for 
equity in the federal range ratio is 0.20.  In the 1990’s, Missouri had a federal range ratio of 1.54.  
The state court case of the Committee for Educational Equality v. State forced the Missouri 
legislature to re-create its educational funding formula to one which met the court’s equity 
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requirement.  The Missouri legislature complied in 1993 with the Outstanding Schools Act 
(OSA). 
 The Outstanding Schools Act is a guaranteed base program.  The format of the formula is 
to multiply the local district’s pupil count by a base per-pupil allocation by the local operating 
tax rate. The guaranteed tax base is utilized to equalize the districts according to their revenue 
generating capability (Odden & Picus, 2004). Thus, the GTB will guarantee a minimum level of 
funding to all districts. The Outstanding Schools Act also has a “hold harmless” provision 
embedded which does not allow a district to receive less funding than it received in Fiscal Year 
1992.  Missouri’s usage of the guaranteed tax base allows the state to ensure equity horizontally; 
however, only minimal measures were given to provide for vertical equity. 
 The Outstanding School Act was challenged in court in 2007. The case, Committee for 
Educational Equality v. State of Missouri, charged the funding formula was unconstitutional and 
inadequate in its support of education on four grounds: 1) OSA inadequately funds schools in 
violation of State Article IX; 2) the formula violates equal protection; 3) the formula violates 
Missouri’s Hancock Amendment; and 4) the legislature also violated Article X by using 
inaccurate assessment information (Eldrid, 2009). 
Article IX of the Missouri Constitution states that Missouri shall maintain public schools 
for the education (i.e. instruction) of everyone in the state not older than [21] years of age. The 
court found the plaintiffs first contention was without merit. The Missouri Supreme Court also 
concluded that education was not a fundamental right under the Missouri Constitution and the 
state legislators did maintain a public education system and dismissed the plaintiff’s second 
argument. Given the third complaint, the Hancock Amendment was passed into Missouri state 
law in 1980 and basically prevents the state government from increasing income taxation beyond 
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a given limit without prior voter approval. The plaintiffs wanted the court to increase state 
allocations for education rather than utilize the Hancock Amendment. The Missouri Supreme 
Court declined to issue a declaratory statement which would support the violation of the 
Hancock Amendment.  The fourth challenge was dismissed although not necessarily because the 
judge disagreed with the argument. The judge wrote that although the Missouri funding formula 
still demonstrated inequality in funding, the plaintiff’s argument was invalid because the state 
legislature created the educational budget from the information it had been given. He wrote the 
legislators, in good faith, utilized the data given to them and therefore did not act irrationally or 
arbitrarily when establishing the state education budget (Eldred, 2009). Because the legislature 
acted in good faith and did not knowingly use inaccurate data, the fourth challenge failed.  
The Missouri Supreme Court ruling was in favor of the State of Missouri and upheld the 
funding formula known as the Outstanding School Act.  The court found the formula, OSA, met 
all the funding requirements necessary to provide an adequate and equitable education for all 
Missouri children as stipulated by the Missouri Constitution, the Hancock Amendment, and state 
statute. 
 According to Ko (2006), the Missouri effort to minimize inequities in the funding of 
schools in the state of Missouri is successful through the guaranteed tax base formula. 
Improvement was seen statistically in total revenue per-pupil and current expenditures per-pupil. 
However, Missouri’s former inequity was so great the Outstanding Schools Act formula has only 
gained marginal ground as compared to the equity seen in other states.  
South Dakota: A Different Approach 
  South Dakota is different from Arkansas, Georgia, and Missouri in that South Dakota 
does not utilize any one of the formally recognized programs for educational funding. Also, 
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South Dakota’s funding formula has been litigated twice; the first case was Bezdichek v. State of 
South Dakota and the second case which is ongoing is Davis v. State of South Dakota. 
 In Besdichek v. South Dakota, the plaintiffs argued that the finance formula being used by 
South Dakota did not meet the level of public education as guaranteed by the South Dakota State 
Constitution. The court’s decision was in favor of the state. The opinion was the formula met the 
requirements of the constitution but acknowledged funding disparities, such as an unequal per-
pupil base (National Access Network, 2009).  In response to the ruling, South Dakota re-created 
its funding formula in the Fiscal Year 1997 which it entitled the General Aid Funding Formula 
(GAFF) to provide a base per-pupil funding for all students, essentially providing horizontal 
equity for all students.   
 The case of Davis v. South Dakota is an on-going case which argues that an adequate 
education is a fundamental right given by the South Dakota State Constitution (National Access 
Network, 2009). In the original April, 2009 court ruling, the judge determined all students were 
granted the right to an efficient education and the right to be prepared for a competitive life in 
society by the state constitution. The judge summarily explained efficiency in terms of financial 
equity. The opinion held in favor of the defendants. In July, 2009, the appeal went to the South 
Dakota State Supreme Court which ruled that school districts have the right to issue a challenge 
to the state on constitutional grounds over the educational finance system being used by the state 
legislatures to fund public education. The resulting litigation is expected to be answered by the 
court in spring 2011. 
 Prior to the 1997 Bezdichek v. South Dakota ruling, South Dakota had funded K-12 
education with a formula driven by school district expenditure. The South Dakota Department of 
Education describes an expenditure-driven formula as a same-per-district allocation granted to 
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school districts with the understanding that the local districts must fund whatever other 
budgetary needs they required to educate their students through local taxes and federal dollars 
(South Dakota Department of Education, 2009). The 1997 re-created state-aid formula (GAFF) is 
classified by the South Dakota Department of Education as a foundation program although it 
does not require a tax contribution from local districts.   
The state allocates a base per-pupil allocation (horizontal equity) to each district in 
conjunction with a small-school formula and a sparse-density allocation which provides for 
vertical equity. Augenblick, Van de Water, and Myers, a consulting firm from Denver, Colorado, 
created the funding formula to give districts the opportunity to provide the adequate resources to 
educate students from small, rural schools in the state of South Dakota to the same, or near the 
same, academic level as their larger, more affluent intra-state sister districts. 
 The small school adjustment acknowledges the financial difficulty a small school will 
have in providing an adequate education to its students. With this concept, the General Aid 
Funding Formula separates school districts into three sizes: 200 students or less; 200 to 600 
students; and 600 or more students. The 600+ size schools will only receive the base per-pupil 
allocation from the state ($4,805 in FY2009). The 200 to 600 size school districts could receive 
up to $847.54 extra per student based on a sliding scale provided by the South Dakota 
Department of Education.  School districts with less than 200 students will receive $847.54 per 
student additional allocation (South Dakota Department of Education, 2009). 
  The sparse district allocation is meant to reimburse school districts for the excessive 
transportation and capital improvement issues they face due to their geographical location.  
Typically, the sparse district allocation and the small school adjustment formula find their way 
into the budgeted allocation for the same schools. There are 20 schools districts out of a total of 
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162 in South Dakota that qualify for both, the small school formula and the sparse district 
allocation. The sparse district allocation is $123,750 per qualifying district. To qualify for the 
allocation, a district must have 1) an enrollment of less than 500; 2) an enrollment of 0.5 or less 
per square mile; 3) 400 or more square miles within the district lines; 4) at least 15 miles 
between adjoining attendance centers; 5) a secondary attendance center; 6) the maximum levied 
millage allowed for its general funds; and 7) a general fund balance of not more than 30 percent 
of its total annual budget.  
 With the ongoing suit of Davis v. South Dakota, the South Dakota legislature made 
several major changes to the General Aid Funding Formula. The small school formula has been 
changed to a fixed dollar amount, using either a fall count or a two year count (whichever is 
greater) to calculate a student count, and creating an annual additional allocation for districts 
with a fast growing population (South Dakota Department of Education, 2009). 
Mississippi: Funding through the Early Years 
 As with most states prior to the American Civil War, Mississippi funded education 
primarily through local efforts which included Sixteenth Section land leases, private donations, 
and tuition payments. In 1821, the Franklin Academy for Boys was opened in Columbus, 
Mississippi. Although this academy was designed for young men only, its opening marked the 
advent of free public schools in the state since it was funded completely through public dollars 
(Jackson State University, 2010). In 1868, the Mississippi Constitution was drafted and provision 
was made for “a uniform system of free public schools, by taxation or otherwise, for all children 
between the ages of five and twenty-one years….” In 1870, further legislation was passed which 
created county school districts to be led by elected superintendents. The law also allowed any 
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town with a population of more than 5,000 to create a separate municipal school district if it so 
desired.  
The 1868 Constitution stipulated the funding for these schools were to be provided 
through a variety of revenues: sixteenth section land leases, a tax on alcoholic beverages, 
military exemption fees, private donations, public donations, and the lease or sale of other lands 
owned by the state. The state also required a local levied poll tax of two dollars per person for 
the specific use of education. The legislation allowed these school districts the ability to levy 
additional local taxes as needed. This system of educational funding continued in Mississippi 
until the mid-1950s. 
Funding Mississippi’s Schools: 1950 - 1993 
 After World War II, education across the nation in the 1950’s became a matter of national 
urgency. As soldiers were coming back to the states, the need for more education became 
apparent. Even factory jobs were beginning to require more reading and mathematical skills. The 
lack of these skills prompted a nation to look at its under-developed K-12 educational system 
(Tozer, Senese, & Violas, 2008). The February 8, 1953 edition of the New York Times bemoaned 
the vast numbers of Mississippi teachers ill-trained to teach children, the illiteracy rates of its 
students, the low numbers of Mississippi high school graduates, and the deplorable conditions of 
the Mississippi school buildings (Fine, 1953). Mississippi’s then-governor, Hugh White (D), 
sprang into action, and, following a task force recommendation, in 1953 passed into law a new 
education funding initiative dubbed the Minimum Education Program (MEP). An average daily 
attendance driven modified Strayer-Haig formula, the Minimum Education Program was 
primarily considered a foundation program.   
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The Minimum Education Program calculated the number of teacher units a district 
needed by using a teacher to student ratio per classroom. The program provided state funds to 
local districts to pay for those teacher unit salaries and the associated fringe benefits. If a district 
felt it needed more teacher units than what the state provided funding for, the district could use 
local funds to pay for the salary and fringe benefits for that particular teacher unit. Minimum 
Education Program fund calculations were based on the average daily attendance per school 
from the previous school year’s attendance records.  The Minimum Education Program was 
supported almost entirely from state dollars; however, local districts had to contribute a 
combined total of three percent of the program cost which explained the “modified” portion of 
the foundation program (Augenblick & Myers, 1993). Local contributions were comprised of ad 
valorem taxes a district could raise which normally were levied through property taxes. This 
funding formula was used in Mississippi until 1994. 
A New Formula: The Mississippi Adequate Education Program 
 Although Mississippi was not involved in litigation in 1993, the prospect of a lawsuit 
over an inequitable education funding formula was looming (Augenblick & Myers, 1993). With 
a number of states either having recently lost, or in the midst of, litigation due to inequity in 
educational funding (Table 2.1), several Mississippi state senators began to push forward 
education funding reform agendas. State Senator, and Chair of the Senate Education Committee, 
Ronnie Musgrove was successful in his effort to push forward his agenda of evaluating 
alternative approaches of the Minimum Education Program to ensure adequacy of resources 
through the creation of an equitable funding formula for Mississippi school districts (Augenblick 
& Myers). In late 1993, the Task Force on Restructuring the Minimum Education Program (Task 
Force) was created. Notable members of the original Task Force included State Senator Hob  
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Table 2.1 
State Litigations over Educational Funding 
Recent Litigation Completed by/in 1993 Litigation In-Progress in 1993 
Arkansas 
Dupree v. Alma School District, 279 Ark. 340, 651 S. W. 2d 
90 
Arizona 
Roosevelt Elementary School district No. 66 v. Bishop, 179 
Ariz. 233, 877 P. 2d 806 (1994) 
Kentucky 
Rose v. the Council for Better Education, 790 S. W. 2d 186 
(1989) 
Connecticut 
Sheff v. O’Neill, 238 Conn. 1, 678 A. 2d 1267 (1996) 
Massachusetts 
McDuffy v. Secretary, 415 Mass. 545, 615N. E. 2d 516 (1993) 
Florida 
Coalition for Adequacy and Fairness in School Funding v. 
Chiles, 680 So. 2d 400 (1996) 
Minnesota 
Skeen v. State, 505 N. W. 2d 299 (1993) 
Illinois 
Committee for Educational Rights v. Edgar, 174 Ill. 2d 1, 672 
N. E. 2d 1178 (1996) 
Montana 
Helena Elementary School District No. 1 v. State, 236 Mont. 
44, 769 P. 2d 684 (1989) 
Kansas 
Unified School district No. 229 v. State, 256 Kan. 232, 885 P. 
2d 1170 (1994) 
New Hampshire 
Claremont School District v. Governor 138 N.H. 183, 635 A. 
2d 1375 (1993) 
Londonberry School District v. State of New Hampshire, 154 
N.H. 153, 907 A. 2d 988 (1993) 
Maine 
School Administrative District No. 1 v. Commissioner, 659 A. 
2d 854 (1994) 
Nebraska 
Gould v. Orr, 244 Neb. 163, 506 N. W. 2d 349 (1993) 
North Dakota 
Bismarck Public School district No. 1 v. State, 511 N. W. 2d 
247 (1994) 
North Carolina 
Britt v. North Carolina State Board of Education, 320 N. C. 
790, 361  S. E. 2d 71 (1987) 
Oregon 
Withers v. State, 276 Or. App. 377, 891 P. 2d 675 (1995) 
Oklahoma 
Fair School Finance Council of Oklahoma v. State, 746 P 2d. 
1135 (1987) 
Rhode Island 
City of Pawtucket v. Sundlin, 662 A. 2d 40 (1995) 
Oregon 
Coalition for Equitable School Funding v. State, 311 Ore. 596, 
200 P. 3d 133 (1991) 
South Dakota 
Bezdichek v. State CIV 91 – 209, South Dakota Circuit Court 
(1995) 
South Carolina 
Richland County v. Campbell, 294 S. C. 346, 346 S. E. 2d 470 
(1988) 
Tennessee 
Tennessee Small School Systems v. McWherter, 894 S. W. 2d 
734, (1995) 
 
Tennessee 
Tennessee Small School Systems v. McWherter, 851 S. W. 2d 
139 (1993) 
 
 
Texas 
Edgewood IV, 917 S. W. 2d 717 (1995) 
Texas 
Edgewood Independent School District v. Kirby (Edgewood I), 
777 S. W. 2d 391 (1989) 
Edgewood II, 804 S. W. 2d 491 (1991) 
Edgewood III, 826 S. W. 2d 489 (1992) 
Virginia 
Scott v. Commonwealth, 247 Va. 379, 443 S. E. 2d 138 (1994) 
Wisconsin 
Kukor v. Glover, 148 Wis. 2d 469, 436 N. W. 2d 568 (1989) 
Wyoming 
Campbell County School District v. State (Campbell I) 907 P. 
2d 1238 (1995) 
Note: Adapted from the National Center for Educational Statistics, 2010 
Bryan; State Representative Glenn Endris; State Superintendent of Education Tom Burnham; 
Associate State Superintendent of Education Judy Rhodes; Smith Sparks and Todd Ivey of the  
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State Department of Education’s Bureau of School Support; Ralph McDonald, from the State 
Department of Education’s Budget Office; State Department of Education’s Bureau of External 
Relations Andy Mullins; a finance analyst, Mary Fulton, from the Education Commission of the 
States; and John Augenblick and John Myers of the Colorado-based Augenblick, Van de Waters 
and Myers Consulting Firm. 
The Task Force contracted the Denver-based consulting firm of Augenblick, Van de 
Waters, and Myers to evaluate alternative approaches to the Minimum Education Program. There 
were five areas of interest the Task Force wanted Augenblick and Myers to report on: a per-pupil 
cost based on a foundation program, add-on factors to help districts educate students with 
different needs, give support to  the Mississippi Department of Education (MDE) in the creation 
of a computer model to simulate a distribution of the revised formula, to conduct meetings with 
the Task Force and give detailed minutes of the meetings, and prepare a summary report of the 
findings of the Task Force for the Mississippi legislature (Augenblick & Myers, 1993). The 
completed report was submitted to then-Mississippi State Senator Ronnie Musgrove, Chair of the 
Senate Education Committee on December 15, 1993. 
The recommendation presented by the Task Force called for an entirely new funding 
formula. Rather than creating a foundation program as was originally intended, the Task Force 
created a guaranteed yield plan (GYP). The Mississippi Senate Education Committee renamed 
the new funding formula to what is known today as the Mississippi Adequate Education Program 
(MAEP). In the 1994 Mississippi legislative session, this new formula was approved by the 
Mississippi House of Representatives and the Mississippi Senate and sent to the Governor of 
Mississippi to be signed into law. Then-Governor Kirk Fordice (R) refused to sign the bill into 
law because he felt the State of Mississippi could not afford to fully fund the Mississippi 
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Adequate Education Program (Mississippi Parents Campaign, 2010). The Mississippi Adequate 
Education Program was subsequently passed into law by the veto-override vote of the 
Mississippi legislature. However, the legislature did recognize the problematic funding issues 
associated with MAEP and created a phase-in timeline.   
The Mississippi Adequate Education Program began its first phase in FY1997 and funded 
the formula at just over nine percent in its first year of implementation as seen in Table 2.2. 
During the six year phase-in period, the Minimum Education Program continued to fund teacher 
units for school districts and MAEP was utilized to fund school district needs in the areas of the 
purchase, repair, equipping, remodeling, or enlarging of school buildings and to pay debt service 
on existing capital improvement debts (Commission, 2006). The new formula also allowed 
school districts the opportunity to refinance existing capital improvement debt if the refinancing 
resulted in a lower interest cost for the district.  
Table 2.2 
MAEP Phase-In Timeline 
School Year Percent of Funding 
FY1997 9.4 
FY1998 20 
FY1999 40 
FY2000 60 
FY2001 80 
FY2002 100 
Note: Adapted from the Mississippi Department of Education, 2010 
 
The Mississippi Adequate Education Program, a guaranteed yield program, is a form of a 
guaranteed tax base program which utilizes a per-pupil base cost formula. The guaranteed yield  
Program requires Mississippi to guarantee the per-pupil base for all local school districts which 
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provides horizontal equity statewide as specified in Mississippi Code Annotated Section 37-151-
5 (1972). MAEP includes adjustments for the strength of local mills; add-on costs for 
transportation, special education, compensatory/alternative education, gifted & talented, and 
vocational education; average daily attendance; and an at-risk component to provide vertical 
equity which is the adequacy portion of the formula. Because local school districts do not 
contribute a portion of their levied taxes to fund the overall state funding program as is found in 
all foundation programs, fiscal neutrality is not an active piece of the formula. However, a 
modified fiscal neutrality piece has been placed in the formula.  In order to not punish districts 
for having either extremely low or extremely high wealth, the formula has an embedded equality 
formula which gives provision for the sameness of wealth.  
The Mississippi Adequate Education Program is currently funded according to the 
following formula:  
Base Student Cost X District ADA + At-Risk Student Add-On = Adequate Education 
Program Cost – Local Contribution = Basic Program Cost + Add-Ons = Program Cost 
The definitional terminology for the Mississippi Adequate Education Program is as stipulated in 
Table 2.3.  In order to determine the base per-pupil cost, MAEP requires the Mississippi 
Department of Education to select representative school districts based on six factors: a district’s 
cumulative enrollment of the second preceding school year, the average daily attendance of 
months two and three from the preceding school year, net assessed value per pupil, percentage of  
students participating in the free lunch program, operational millage, and accreditation level 
which must be rated as successful. By state statute, the base student cost of the second preceding  
year is used due to time constraints of gathering fiscal reports from the different agencies  
 
(Commission, 2006; Mississippi Code, 1972).   
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Table 2.3 
Definitional Terminology 
ALI Achievement Level Index 
ADA Average Daily Attendance 
Ad Valorem Tax Any tax a local entity may raise, traditionally a 
property tax in Mississippi 
At-Risk Needs for students who are at-risk of not 
graduating, can be from low SES families, or  
otherwise determined to be below the adequacy 
level of students in other school districts and 
are at-risk of not being able to perform at, or 
near, the same academic level as other students 
Base Student Cost/Base Per-Pupil Cost The base , or lowest cost to educate a student 
CPI Consumer Price Index 
Efficient A mean for all school districts in the areas of 
instruction, administration, maintenance and 
operations, and ancillary (librarians and 
counselors); also a measure of spending less to 
provide more towards an adequate education 
Free Lunch Program Students who are eligible to participate in the 
Free Lunch Program.  By statute, Mississippi 
does not include Reduced Lunch participants. 
High Growth Any school district which has consistent 
growth in average daily attendance over a three 
year period 
8% Hold Harmless Guarantee School districts are guaranteed funding at no 
less than 8% above the FY2001 funding level 
Successful As defined by the Mississippi Department of 
Education, before QDI scores, FY2004, this 
meant a Level 3 school.  In FY2010, the QDI 
score is between 134 and 199. The next cycle 
for evaluation of the QDI score for successful 
will occur in FY2013. 
 
In the factoring of the base per-pupil calculations, the Mississippi Department of 
Education will only select those schools who meet the state mandated academic criteria of a 
successful school.  Only these selected schools are in the sample pool used to determine base 
per-pupil costs.  The instructional, administrative, operation and maintenance, and ancillary 
components are then calculated for each of the representative districts. To be included in the 
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averaging of these costs, a district must be within one standard deviation above and no less than 
two standard deviations below the mean for the applicable cost component (Commission, 2006). 
The Mississippi Department of Education then calculates the mean score in each category, adds 
them together, and calculates the average to derive the base per-pupil cost (PEER, 2002). As 
mentioned previously, the base per-pupil cost in use each school year is calculated from the 
second preceding school year.  
Once the base per-pupil cost has been set, horizontal equity is attained for each school 
district through the following formula for the values in each category of a given district:  
MAEP Formula Allocation = Average Daily Attendance X Base Student Cost + At- 
Risk Component – Local Contribution + 8% Guarantee (Hold Harmless) 
The steps to calculate the Mississippi Adequate Education Program Formula allocations for local 
school districts begin with the average daily attendance category. A district’s total average daily 
attendance for the second preceding year is paired with the district’s average daily attendance for 
months two and three of the preceding year. The value of whichever of the two figures is greater 
is used in the MAEP formula. The average daily attendance is multiplied times the base student 
cost from the second preceding year. This is added to a school district’s at-risk value. The at-risk 
component is calculated by taking five percent of the base cost and multiplying that number by 
the number of free lunch participants in a given district. The department of education will then 
subtract whichever is less, the district’s levied value of 28 mills or a 27 percent cap on the value 
of millage from wealthy districts in the 95
th
 percentile range. Finally, the department of 
education will verify the overall allocation for a school district is, at a minimum, eight percent 
above the district’s Fiscal Year 2001 allocation. If it is not, MAEP policy requires the funds to be 
at least 8 percent above the FY2001 level. 
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To obtain vertical equity, the Mississippi Adequate Education Program utilizes the 
following formula: 
MAEP Formula Allocation + Add-On Programs= Total MAEP District Allocation 
The Mississippi Department of Education will calculate a district’s cost for each of five add-on 
components: Transportation, Special Education, Gifted Education, Vocational Education, and the 
Alternative School Program.  Each of the components is calculated in the following manner: 
Transportation  
The Mississippi Department of Education utilizes the average daily attendance of 
transported students in a given school district in conjunction with a density rate table to 
determine a district’s funding allotment. The given density of a school district is calculated by 
dividing the transported average daily attendance by the total square miles in a given district. The 
higher the density, the lower the rate; and, conversely, the lower the density, the higher the rate 
funded in the table. The Mississippi legislature, each year, determines the total amount of 
funding to be given to the Mississippi Department of Education for disbursement. Therefore, the 
allotment a district receives for transportation will be dictated by the total dollars allocated by the 
state to the Mississippi Department of Education for overall transportation funding (Commission, 
2006). 
Special Education 
 For each Mississippi Department of Education approved program within a school 
district, the Special Education teacher units and their fringe benefits will be added together to 
determine the allocation the district will receive for this add-on component. 
Gifted Program  
 For each Mississippi Department of Education approved program, grades 2 through 6 
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only, within a school district, the gifted teacher units and their fringe benefits will be added 
together to determine the allocation the district will receive for this add-on component. 
Vocational Education   
For each Mississippi Department of Education approved program within a school district, 
MDE will pay one-half the salary and fringe benefit for each vocational education teacher unit.  
These salaries and fringe benefits will be added together to determine the allocation the district 
will receive for this add-on component. 
Alternative School Programs  
The preceding statewide expenditure average per-pupil is multiplied by either, twelve 
students or three quarters of one percent (whichever is greater) to determine a school district’s 
allocation for this add-on component. 
All of the add-on components are summed together and added to the Basic Program Cost 
to determine the overall MAEP allocation a district will receive for the upcoming school year. A 
flow chart example of this allocation process is shown in Table 2.4.  The Mississippi Department 
of Education will add all the district MAEP allocations together to create the requested budgetary 
needs which are presented to the Mississippi legislature each year. 
To obtain a form of fiscal neutrality, MAEP has a set minimum of 28 mills a district can 
levy for lower wealth districts and a 27% cap on the Program Costs including the at-risk 
component for higher wealth districts. The rationale for the minimum of 28 mills was determined 
by the 1993 Task Force. The Mississippi Uniform Millage Assistance Program of 1989 required 
all school districts levy a minimum of 33.04 mills. In Fiscal Year 1993, most districts were at the 
28 mill level of levied taxes (Augenblick & Myers, 1993). The language of the Mississippi 
Adequate Education Program requires school districts to raise their millage rates 
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Table 2.4 
Mississippi Adequate Education Program Funding Flowchart 
MAEP Formula District X Allocation 
Base Student Cost (20??-20??) $3,427.00 
X X 
District average daily attendance $1,638.00 
+ + 
At-risk component $129,198.00 
= = 
Adequate Education Program cost $5,744,166.00 
- - 
Local contribution $1,550,925.00 
= = 
 
Basic program cost $4,193,241.00 
+ + 
Add-on component $1,469,451.00 
= = 
State program cost $5,662,692.00 
Note: Districts may have use of other local contributions such as a higher millage rate, Sixteenth Section land leases, 
private donations, or other sources of revenue which would increase the revenues they have available beyond the 
MAEP allocation. Adapted from the Mississippi Department of Education, 2010 
 
above the 28 mill minimum, but they cannot levy above a 55 mill cap unless the higher millage 
was already in existence due to debt service. A district could raise its ad valorem taxes to the 55 
mill ceiling for yearly budgetary purposes and then charge its existing debt service on top of that 
set millage amount. However, a district may no longer charge the 55 mill ceiling and add more 
debt service above that amount, but a district can renew that existing debt service before it is set 
to expire.   
The Mississippi Adequate Education Program is required by Mississippi Code to be re-  
evaluated directly after the gubernatorial election every four years (Senate Bill 2731of 2005). 
The rational for this evaluation is to ensure MAEP stays true to its intended purpose which is to 
increase equity and to provide adequate funding for the poorer districts in the state (Johnson, 
1997). Since the inception of the Mississippi Adequate Education Program, there have been two 
studies conducted to review and evaluate MAEP.  The first review came in 2002 by the Joint 
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Legislative Committee on Performance Evaluation and Expenditure Review (PEER), and the 
second review was conducted by The Commission for Restructuring the Mississippi Adequate 
Education Reform Program which was convened in 2006. 
The Joint Legislative Committee on Performance Evaluation and Expenditure Review 
was created by state statue in 1973. A standing joint committee, PEER is composed of five 
members of the state Senate and five members of the state House of Representatives. These 
members are appointed to four year terms by the Mississippi Lieutenant Governor. The PEER 
committee has broad powers to examine and investigate any public entity. As described in 
Mississippi Code Annotated Section 37-151-5, PEER was commissioned to determine whether 
the Mississippi Adequate Education Program produces an amount of funding to school districts 
which ensures an adequate education for the children of Mississippi (PEER, 2002). In its 
December 3, 2002 report to the Mississippi legislature, PEER determined the Mississippi 
Adequate Education Program does deliver adequate funding for districts to provide an adequate 
education for all children. However, the commission recommended some form of efficiency 
screening to ensure districts use the funds allocated to them in a manner to provide the most 
value for each dollar.  
In a memo dated November 21, 2002 from the Director of the Office of Educational 
Accountability, the Mississippi Department of Education responded to the PEER 
recommendation by simply agreeing with the belief that some form of efficiency screening 
should be put into place in the near future. The memo further explained how cost prohibitive the 
measure would be if implemented, and the MDE will continue to search for a form of 
methodology to implement this recommendation.  However, the Mississippi Department of 
Education did hire the consulting firm of Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates, Inc. (APA), 
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formerly known as Augenblick, Van de Waters, and Meyers, from Denver, Colorado to study the 
PEER recommendations. 
On May 29, 2004, the consulting firm of Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates, Inc. 
reported not only how to implement an efficiency screen but how to determine which schools 
meet the new criteria for successful according to the new accountability standards. The 
efficiency screening would be based on the number of teachers a district has on staff for every 
1000 students, the number of administrators per 1000 teachers, the number of custodians per 
100,000 square feet, and the number of guidance counselors and librarians per 1000 students. 
The mean for all successful districts would be calculated, and the schools whose values per 
category were no more than one standard deviation above and no more than two standard 
deviations below this mean were used in the calculations for efficiency. Those schools labeled 
not only as successful but also as efficient would be the only schools used to determine the base 
per-pupil cost for the MAEP calculations (Augenblick, Palaich, & Associates, 2004). 
In the July 2005 Senate Bill 2731, the Governor created the Commission of Restructuring 
the Mississippi Adequate Education Program (Commission) to report on the following MAEP 
components: efficiency, fair local contributions, base cost analysis, the appropriate selection of 
Successful school districts for formula purposes, and those factors that contribute to the 
determination of average daily attendance calculations. The Commission immediately hired the 
consulting firm of Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates, Inc. to conduct a study of these 
components.    
The firm of Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates, in October 2005, gave the following 
recommendations to the Commission: use the new Achievement Level Index (ALI) 
accountability standard in the successful district selection process and use the efficiency screens 
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as delineated in their 2004 study to further determine which districts to use in the Successful 
district selection process. For the average daily attendance consideration, Augenblick, Palaich, 
and Associates recommended using a three year average percent increase to determine if a 
district meets high growth. 
On January 18, 2006, the Commission on Restructuring the Mississippi Adequate 
Education Program issued its report to the Mississippi legislature. The recommendations made 
by the Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates Consulting Firm concerning the successful district 
selection process and the high growth model were immediately approved and revisions to the 
Mississippi Adequate Education Program were signed into law in Senate Bill 2604 by Governor 
Haley Barbour (R). However, the Commission made other recommendations to promote equity 
and adequacy which were not approved. The first recommendation was for the state to provide a 
second tier of funding for low wealth districts who were already levying more than the minimum 
28 mills. The second tier concept is one similar to the one in use in the state of Kentucky. The 
rationale is although a district may levy a higher millage of taxation, the value of the mill is so 
low as to render the taxation without merit. The second tier would provide more funding for 
districts at least showing an effort at raising funding through local means. 
The second recommendation was to adjust the at-risk component.  The Commission 
determined that the real added cost of serving at-risk students coming from low income families 
ranged between fifty to one hundred percent more than the cost of serving the needs of students 
who were not at-risk (Commission, 2006). The recommendation went further to state the level of 
increase to the at-risk component should be significant in nature; however, the cost of such 
increase would be such as to require a phase-in form of implementation. 
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The third recommendation was to take all of the add-on components and incorporate 
them into the funding formula for the Mississippi Adequate Education Program.  These programs 
are summed up and added to the total cost a district receives from the state in order to provide 
vertical equity, or adequacy.  The Commission determined the wealth of a given district needs to 
be taken into account when determining these add-on programs. This approach would potentially 
provide more adequacy for poorer districts through fiscal neutrality. These three 
recommendations were not included in the revisions to MAEP in 2006. 
Since inception of the Mississippi Adequate Education Program, the Mississippi 
legislature has questioned the large budget requests sent for legislative approval each year by the 
Mississippi Department of Education. Imbedded in the Scope and Purpose section of the PEER 
(2002) review, the committee states there have been legislators who have concern over the large 
financial requests made by MDE. It further questions whether the requests reflect the actual 
needs of the school districts. In the 2006 legislative session, Governor Barbour revised MAEP 
again in Mississippi Code, Section 37-151-7 (1) (g) (1972) to require an independent source 
verify the MDE calculations for the Mississippi Adequate Education Program funding before 
being sent to the Office of the State Auditor (OSA). The Mississippi Department of Education 
hired an independent accounting firm to perform the independent calculations for MAEP. 
In internal memos dated March 13, 2008 and January 14, 2009, Mississippi State Auditor 
Stacey Pickering stated the MAEP FY2009 and FY2010 calculations were flawed due to 
inaccuracies in the data (Pickering, 2009). The State Auditor further implies the accounting firm 
did follow the FY2010 calculations according to law, but the FY2009 Base Student Cost was not 
an accurate figure.  In this, State Auditor Pickering clearly states the previous year’s Mississippi 
Adequate Education Program was overfunded which would overinflate the FY2010 estimated 
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budget as well.  The State Auditor goes further to request the Mississippi legislature to put 
language into the state statute which would allow the Mississippi Department of Education and 
the OSA to have the latitude to make corrections to the MAEP calculations in the intervening 
years between required re-calculations when errors are found by either agency. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
Thomas Jefferson believed education to be a personal pursuit of happiness because the 
perceived pursuit of knowledge brought happiness to the individual (Tozer, Senese, & Violas, 
2008).  Through this happiness, Jefferson’s political theory stated the person would become a 
more productive citizen. The productive citizen, through wisdom brought about by education, 
would be able to create an economic base that was in the best interest of all mankind. Education, 
during Jefferson’s lifetime, represented the ability to gain independence, perseverance, industry, 
self-sufficiency, and strength (Tozer, Senese, & Violas). The United States Constitution’s 
framers, however, did not believe education was a given right and left the question of the 
productivity of and responsibility for educating children to the individual states. Thus began the 
centuries-old debate over the funding of education that has led to litigation in all but five states.   
Despite these debates and levels of litigation, no one state has yet to devise a funding 
system which provides for a child’s education in one school system to be financially equal in the 
level of funding benefits that can be found in another school system or even in another state 
(Imber, 2004).  It is understood the purpose of equity in a finance system is to bring disparities in 
spending between school districts down to a reasonable level (Downes & Steifel, 2008). One 
constant is the continual re-analyzing and re-creation of the funding formulas states are utilizing 
in a concerted effort to provide for equity. This continual renewing of the funding formulas helps 
state leaders and educators better understand to what extent and to what level different resources 
can create a more adequate means to provide the same, or near the same, academic learning 
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opportunity. Picus, Goertz, and Odden (2008) believe the debate and searching for equitable 
funding solutions has become cyclic in its evolution. The need to provide the resources the 
students must have to reach the academic achievement levels mandated by states is also 
beginning to meet the needs of the school districts in terms of horizontal and vertical equity.  
This research will examine quantitatively if there is a significant difference in the intended equity 
of the Mississippi Adequate Education Program from the FY2004 and the FY2010 state MAEP 
allocations.  
Research Design 
 This study incorporates a quantitative relational research design to determine the level of 
relational equity between the FY2004 Mississippi Adequate Education Program per-pupil per 
district allocations and the FY2010 MAEP per-pupil per district allocations.  
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this quantitative study is to conduct an analysis of the level of the equity 
of the Mississippi education funding program through a quantitative analysis of the base per-
pupil per district allocation system contained in the funding of the Mississippi Adequate 
Education Program. 
Participants, Sample, and Population 
For the study, the Mississippi Adequate Education Program district allocations for Fiscal 
Year 2004 and Fiscal Year 2010 garnered from the Mississippi Department of Education (MDE) 
is examined.  Thus the quantitative target population for this study will be the MAEP allocations 
budgeted to Mississippi school districts, and the total population is the 152 school districts of 
Mississippi.  Since the entire population of districts will be used, the N count will be 152 (N = 
152) and there will be no sample. 
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Instruments 
 The original calculations used to determine horizontal equity in the Mississippi Adequate 
Education Program were range, federal range ratio, and coefficient of variance (Augenblick & 
Myers, 1993). This study utilizes the same procedure to determine if the equity originally 
intended in the 1993 proposal exists in the current Fiscal Year 2010 allocation. The Fiscal Year 
2004 and the Fiscal Year 2010 budget allocations garnered from the Mississippi Department of 
Education are the datasets used to determine the equity in range, federal range ratio, and the 
coefficient of variance. 
Research Questions 
 The following research questions guide this study: 
1. Does MAEP meet the criteria for horizontal equity? 
2. Does MAEP meet the criteria for vertical equity? 
3. Does MAEP meet the criteria for fiscal neutrality? 
4. Does MAEP meet the criteria for horizontal equity (range, federal range, standard 
deviation, and coefficient of variance) as was intended in its original design? 
Data Analysis 
The first, second, and third questions will be analyzed using a criterion rubric as seen 
Table 3.1. The researcher created the checklist from research compilations of the necessary 
components to accomplish the goals to attain these forms of equity as defined by Picus, Goertz, 
and Odden (2008) as well as Rubenstein and Sjoquist (2003). 
The fourth question uses a three-step process for analysis.  Although there are many 
formulas written by many researchers to determine equity, the researcher has chosen to replicate 
the formulas used by Bennett (2003) which are based on the Business Statistical Analysis 
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Table 3.1 
Criterion for Equity in the Mississippi Adequate Education Program 
 Horizontal Equity Vertical Equity Fiscal Neutrality 
Criterion Needed     Yes              No     Yes              No     Yes              No 
Recognized Tax Program                      
Base Per-Pupil Allocation                      
Adjusts for Student Needs     N/A             N/A               
District Contribution     N/A             N/A     N/A             N/A        
1. Once each type of equity is determined to have met the threshold of compliance, it will be indicated by a 
mark of Yes. 
2. Adjustments for Student Needs is typically characterized by some form of add-on within or without the 
funding formula which may include an at-risk component. 
3. District Contributions may be categorized as locally generated district revenue being paid to the state for 
re-distribution purposes or may be subject to some form of cap on local levied taxes a district may generate. 
4. N/A indicates this type of equity does not have to meet this particular criterion. 
 
Software (SAS) since these are finance formulas. The formulas for the Pearson Product Moment 
 
Correlation and Correlation of Determination are compatible with the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS) when transformed to a Fisher’s Z formula as illustrated in the SPSS 
Survival Manual (Pallant, 2007). The “r” contained in the SPSS package must be changed to the  
“z” formula due to the nature of the business data. 
 
Horizontal Equity 
The calculations used to determine intended horizontal equity by Augenblick and Myers 
in 1993 was range, federal range ratio (derived from restricted range), and the coefficient of 
variation. The statistical notations are as follows: 
X - average equity per pupil 
Xi  - average equity per pupil in a given district i 
Xp - mean equity per pupil for all pupils in a state 
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Xi(P95) - equity per pupil at the 95
th
 percentile 
Xi(P5) - equity per pupil at the 5
th
 percentile 
N - number of districts 
Range is the measurement of the difference between the highest and lowest per-pupil 
allocation to the school districts. The allocations are ranked in descending order from highest to 
lowest.  Typically, the greater the range, the greater the funding inequity is within a given state. 
This is the least accurate measure of equity (Bennett, 2003; Ko, 2006). Range will be calculated 
using the formula: 
  Range = Xi(Max) – Xi(Min) 
Federal Range Ratio was designed to incorporate Range and Restricted Range into a less 
sensitive model of equity. The Restricted Range is the difference between the 95
th
 and the 5
th
 
percentiles of the per-pupil district allocations given in descending order and is calculated using 
the formula:    
 Restricted Range = Xi(P95) – Xi(P5) 
The established standard for the Federal Range Ratio is 0.20 and is described as a percentage 
(Bennett, 2003).  Therefore, pupils in a district who are at the 95
th
 funding percentile must not 
receive an allocation level of 120% per-pupil greater than the students at the 5
th
 percentile 
according to federal guidelines (NCES, 2010). The level is determined by adding the 20% ratio 
added to 95% of the population with an additional 5% for a confidence interval which equals 
120%.  Both Restricted Range and Federal Range Ratio will be calculated using the formula: 
  Federal Range Ratio = Xi(P95) – Xi(P5) 
      Xi(P5) 
The third step in the determination of equity utilizes a Coefficient of Variation (CV).  
This is a widely used standard to determine horizontal equity and can give an indication of fiscal 
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neutrality in a given funding formula (Bennett, 2003; Ko, 2006). The standard deviation of 
variation is determined using the SPSS statistical software. The standard deviation is divided by 
the mean and then expressed as a percentage. The coefficient will range from zero to a 1.0.  
Generally, a range of .1 or less is a moderate level of equity. The lower the range of variation the 
greater the level of equity found in a state funding formula (Bennett, 2003; Ko, 2006). The CV 
formula is: 
Variation = (X – X)2 Coefficient of Variation =       P 
  N 
Fiscal Neutrality 
 Two methods used to determine Fiscal Neutrality are to utilize the SPSS software and run 
a Product Moment Correlation to determine the correlation coefficient and a Correlation of 
Determination (r
2
) to explain the percent of range attributable to wealth among districts (Ko, 
2006). The statistical notations for these formulas are: 
Pi – number of pupils in a given district i 
N – number of districts 
Xi – average equity per pupil in a given district i 
X – mean per pupil allocation for all pupils in a given state 
W – per-pupil wealth 
W – mean per-pupil wealth 
  x – standard deviation of per-pupil allocation 
  W – standard deviation of per-pupil wealth 
A correlation coefficient, according to Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs (2003), is a relational 
measurement between two variables and describes the degree of the relationship between the two 
variables. The strength of the correlation is measured in a range from a negative one to a positive 
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one. The closer the score is to a negative one or a positive one, the greater the correlation. A 
score of zero implies no correlation between the two variables. Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs (2003) 
use the following information in Table 3.2 to interpret the degree of correlation. 
Table 3.2 
Degrees of Correlation 
Size of Correlation Interpretation 
.90 to 1.00 (-.90 to -1.00) Very high positive (negative) correlation 
.70 to .90 (-.70 to -.90) Very positive (negative) correlation 
.50 to .70 (-.50 to -.70) Moderate positive (negative) correlation 
.30 to .50 (-.30 to -.50) Low positive (negative) correlation 
.00 to .30 (-.00 to -.30) Little, if any, correlation 
Note: Adapted from Hinkle, Weisman, &Jurs, 2003. 
 
SIM CORR =       i(Xi – X)(Wi – W) 
          i(Xi – X)
2         i(Wi  - W)
2 
 The Coefficient of Determination (r
2
) shows the level of variance caused by wealth.  
There should be little or no differences in per-pupil district expenditures if there is equity. 
The formula for Coefficient of Determination is (SIMCORR)
2
 
 
Vertical Equity 
 As noted by Odden and Picus (2000; 2004), different states use different means to 
 
achieve vertical equity. Due to the variations in attempts at vertical equity, one standard 
statistical measure cannot be applied. However, there are three distinct categories defined by 
researchers as indicators of attempts by states to attain some degree of vertical equity. These 
categories are usually defined as add-ons and are clarified by categorical titles, such as: types of 
children, school districts, and types of programs (Odden & Picus, 2004). These are as shown in 
Table 3.3. 
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Table3.3 
Programs of Vertical Equity 
 School Districts Children Programs 
Categories Class Size Reduction Special Education Early Childhood 
 Transportation Compensatory/Alternative Vocational Education 
 Capital Outlay Gifted and Talented Technology 
  Bilingual Education  
Note: Adapted from Odden & Picus, 2004. 
For the purpose of this study, Mississippi is compared to Arkansas, Georgia, Missouri, 
and South Dakota in an effort to provide a backdrop of the level of vertical equity found in the 
Mississippi Adequate Education Program. These states were selected because they were 
examined earlier in Chapter Two and should give the reader a familiar context of the differing 
types of funding formulas compared to the formula used by Mississippi.   
Summary 
 The primary question addressed is whether the Mississippi Adequate Education Program, 
in its FY2010 form, maintains the equity intended in its original framing. An analysis  
of the MAEP allocations from Fiscal Year 2004 and Fiscal Year 2010 will provide a clearer 
picture of the equity created within the Mississippi Adequate Education Program in relation to 
the intended equity in the 1993 proposal.  Findings will be presented in Chapter 4 and discussed 
in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 4 
DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 
 The purpose of this quantitative study is to conduct analyses of the level of equity in the 
Mississippi PK-12 education funding program known as the Mississippi Adequate Education 
Program (MAEP).  This study uses the original established statistical procedures to determine the 
level of equity of the Fiscal Year 2010 state funding in comparison to the Fiscal Year 2004 state 
funding level and is augmented by analyses to determine what level of vertical equity and fiscal 
neutrality is present in the formula (Augenblick & Myers, 1993).  As of this study, no outside 
statistical equity study has been conducted on the Mississippi Adequate Education Program. 
 The concepts of horizontal equity, fiscal neutrality, and vertical equity were presented in 
this study.  This chapter incorporates the findings and interpretations of the statistical measures 
utilized to determine the equity level of the state per-pupil funding formula in the Mississippi 
Adequate Education Program.  This chapter begins by determining if the Mississippi Adequate 
Education Program contains the measures necessary to sustain a moderate level of horizontal 
equity, vertical equity, and fiscal neutrality.  The horizontal section of this chapter discusses the 
comparative level of horizontal equity between the FY2004 and the FY2010 state allocations.  
For both allocations, the horizontal equity data is derived from the MAEP formula which 
determines the funding a school district should receive prior to add-ons.  This allocated budget is 
then divided by the average daily attendance for the previous year resulting in the state per-pupil 
allocation for each district.  Vertical Equity is the state’s total cost per-pupil per district which is 
determined by taking the horizontal cost per-pupil per district allocation added to the individual 
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district add-ons and the sum of the horizontal and the add-ons is divided by the average daily 
attendance from the previous year.  The result is the total cost per-pupil per district allocation as 
seen in the Mississippi Adequate Education Program budget.  The second vertical equity section 
utilizes a simple checklist to ensure this type of equity is present in the overall formula.  
Mississippi is compared to other states in the nation to give a measure of comparative trends in 
vertical equity.  Nationally, component areas are identified as component school district funding, 
children, and categorical programs.  Each component area is sub-divided categorically as school 
district: class size reduction, transportation, and capital outlay; children is sub-divided as special 
education, compensatory/alternative education, gifted and talented education, and bilingual 
education; and programs is sub-divided as early childhood education, vocational education, and 
technology. The comparison identifies those states that fund these areas inside their state funding 
formula; outside their state funding formula, such as add-ons; and those states choosing not to 
fund those component areas. The third section studies the fiscal neutrality of the FY2004 and the 
FY2010 allocations which are determined by calculating the Correlation Coefficient of the 
appropriations to the total cost per-pupil per district.   
Existence of Equity Measures 
 In analyzing a state funding formula for equity, the formula is subjected to scrutiny first 
for particular criteria.  Depending on which criteria are met will help determine and analyze the 
different types of equity which have been imbedded in the formula.  Three questions which must 
be answered are: Does the formula meet the criteria for horizontal equity, vertical equity, and 
fiscal neutrality?  In analyzing the base criteria, the Mississippi Adequate Education Program 
meets the base criteria for all three indices as is noted in Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.1 
Criterion for Equity in the Mississippi Adequate Education Program 
 Horizontal Equity Vertical Equity Fiscal Neutrality 
Criterion Needed     Yes              No     Yes              No     Yes              No 
Recognized Tax Program       X       X       X 
Base Per-Pupil Allocation       X       X       X 
Adjusts for Student Needs     N/A             N/A       X       X 
District Contribution     N/A             N/A     N/A             N/A       X 
Note: 1. Once each type of equity is determined to have met the threshold of compliance, it will be indicated by  
       a mark of Yes. 
    2. Adjustments for Student Needs is typically characterized by some form of add-on within or without the 
                funding formula which may include an at-risk component. 
    3. District Contributions may be categorized as locally generated district revenue being paid to the state        
       for re-distribution purposes or may be subject to some form of cap on local levied taxes a district may  
       generate. 
    4. N/A indicates this type of equity does not have to meet this particular criterion. 
 
Analysis of Horizontal Equity 
 Two datasets were utilized to determine if the level of horizontal equity is  
comparative to the level of horizontal equity programmed into the original FY1997 funding 
formula.  The FY2004 per-pupil per district allocation and the FY2010 MAEP per-pupil per 
district allocations were analyzed to confirm the level of horizontal equity in use in current 
allocations to school districts.  The first dataset, FY2004, divided the district allocation before 
add-ons by the previous year’s average daily attendance.  The resulting quotient was the per-
pupil per district allocation for FY2004.  The second dataset, FY2010, divided the total district 
allocation before add-ons by the previous year’s average daily attendance.  The resulting quotient 
was the per-pupil per district allocation for FY2010. The individual Mississippi district 
allocations for horizontal and vertical equity for FY2004 and FY2010 are provided in Appendix 
B.  The FY2004 and FY2010 statistically analyzed datasets are detailed in Appendix C.  
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Range 
 The first horizontal calculation is range.  Range is a measure of the differences between 
the highest and the lowest per-pupil allocation found in Mississippi’s 152 school districts. The 
calculation for range was ordered according to per-pupil allocation. In terms of horizontal equity, 
the ranges, gathered by data from the Mississippi Department of Education, were $1,577.00 for 
FY2004 and $1,174.00 for FY2010.  The range for FY2004 has a maximum allocation of 
$3,381.00 (Mound Bayou School District) and a minimum allocation of $1,804.00 (Carroll 
County School District). The range for FY2010 has a maximum allocation of $4,707.00 (Yazoo 
City School District) and a minimum allocation of $3,533.00 (Madison County School District). 
The range differential of $403.00 represents a 34% reduction in disparity between the highest 
and lowest per-pupil per district allocations of FY2004 and FY2010. Table 4.2 provides a 
summary of the differences in range. 
Table 4.2 
Horizontal Ranges of Per-Pupil Per District Allocations  
 FY2004 FY2010 Difference 
 Range $1,577.00 $1,174.00 $403.00 
Maximum Allocation $3,381.00 $4,707.00 $1,326.00 
Minimum Allocation $1,804.00 $3,533.00 $1,729.00 
 
Restricted Range 
The horizontal restricted ranges for this study utilized data gathered from the Mississippi 
Department of Education for the FY2004 and FY2010 Mississippi Adequate Education Program 
per-pupil per district funding allocations.  Restricted range is determined by the dollar difference 
between the per-pupil allocation at the 95
th 
percentile and the 5
th
 percentile when district per-
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pupil allocations were ordered.  The restricted range for FY2004 was $789.00 with a 95
th
 
percentile allocation of $2,854.00 (Clarksdale Separate School District) and the 5
th
 percentile 
allocation of $2,065.00 (Harrison County School District). The restricted range for FY2010 was  
$833.00 with the 95
th
 percentile allocation of $4,417.00 (Union City School District) and the  
 
5
th
 percentile allocation of $3,584.00 (Biloxi School District).  A differential of $44.00 represents 
a 5.5% difference in restricted range and is not a substantial increase in restricted range given the 
current economic nationwide crisis effecting state budgets.  Table 4.3 provides the restricted 
range data. 
Table 4.3 
Horizontal Restricted Ranges of Per-Pupil Per District Allocation 
 FY2004 FY2010 Difference 
Restricted Range $789.00 $833.00 $44.00 
95
th
 Percentile $2,854.00 $4,417.00 $1,563.00 
5
th
 Percentile $2,065.00 $3,584.00 $1,519.00 
 
Federal Range Ratio 
 The horizontal federal range ratio was calculated using data furnished by the Mississippi 
Department of Education.  Federal range ratio was determined by dividing the restricted range at 
the 5
th
 percentile.  The federal range ratio is calculated by first subtracting the 95
th 
percentile 
from the 5
th
 percentile. The difference is divided by the 5
th
 percentile. The resulting quotient is 
the federal range ratio. The federal standard indicating equity in the federal range ratio is 0.20 or 
lower. The federal range ratio for FY2004 is 0.38 using the aforementioned formula: ($2,854.00 
- $2,065.00) = $789.00/$2,065.00 = 0.38.  Utilizing the same formula, the federal range ratio of 
0.23 for FY2010 is: ($4,417.00 - $3,584.00) = $833.00 / $3,584.00 = 0.23.  The Mississippi 
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Adequate Education Program in FY2010 moderately meets the federal standard for the 
horizontal federal range ratio.    
Coefficient of Variation 
 The horizontal coefficient of variation is calculated by dividing the standard deviation of 
all horizontal per-pupil per district allocations by the mean of all per-pupil per district allocations 
per year analyzed.  As the standard deviation becomes closer numerically, the coefficient of 
 
variance narrows.  Research shows the coefficient of variance should be around 0.10.  The 
standard deviation for FY2004 is $788.50, while $587.00 is the standard deviation for FY2010.  
The mean for FY2004 is $2,592.50, and $4,120.00 is the mean for FY2010.  The coefficient of 
variance for FY2004 is determined through the following: $788.50/$2,592.50 = 0.30.  The 
coefficient of variation for FY2010 is determined by the following: $587.00/$4,120.00 = 0.142.  
This means most FY2010 school districts have a per-pupil allocation within 14.2% of the 
average allocation.  This reduces the disparity between districts and accomplishes two goals: 
adequacy and equity. Funding in FY2004 was at a level wherein the Mississippi school districts 
were within 30% of the mean and would therefore be considered far less equitable than the 
FY2010 coefficient of variation.  
Analysis of Vertical Equity 
 Due to different states using different approaches to funding the different needs of its 
students, no single statistical measure will provide a complete and accurate picture of how much 
vertical equity exists in a state funding formula (Bennett, 2003). For this study, vertical equity is 
analyzed statistically and categorically for the FY2004 and FY2010 allocations.  The dataset for 
the analysis was gathered from the Mississippi Department of Education. The add-on variables 
included in the calculations for per-pupil per district allocations are statistically analyzed through 
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reliable measures such as range, restricted range, and federal range ratio. The following section 
will analyze vertical equity through a ten item categorical reference.  These categories have been 
identified by researchers and the federal government as indicative of the presence of vertical 
equity in a state’s allocations to districts (Berne & Stiefel, 1984).   
Statistical Analysis of Vertical Equity 
Vertical Range 
Utilizing data supplied through the Mississippi Department of Education, range is the  
first measure of vertical equity.  Measuring the differences between the highest and lowest per-
pupil per district allocation found in the 152 Mississippi school districts, range for the FY2004 
and FY2010 is arranged by per-pupil allocation in descending order.  The vertical range of 
FY2004 is $949.00 with a maximum allocation of $3,673.00 (Shaw School District) and a 
minimum allocation of $2,724.00 (Yazoo City Separate School District).  The FY2010 vertical 
range is $1,971.00 with a maximum allocation of $6,116.00 (Clay County School District) and a 
minimum allocation of $4,145.00 (Madison County School District).  Vertical equity results in a 
range of $1,022.00 from FY2004 to FY2010 which indicates an increase in equity of 107% 
between the highest and lowest per-pupil per district allocations after add-ons as compared to the 
horizontal equity effort of 34% between the highest and lowest per-pupil per district allocations 
before Add-Ons.  Vertical equity attempts to give unequal funds in unequal circumstances to 
low-wealth districts in an effort to help districts provide the resources necessary to educate their 
students.  In Mississippi, vertical equity efforts have given more money to low-wealth districts 
through the add-on category which enables those low-wealth districts to receive more state 
allocations than their wealthier sister districts who rely on local ad valorem taxes to make up the 
difference in state allocations. Although no state can equally balance the funding given to low 
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wealth school districts versus the funds their more affluent sister districts have the potential to 
raise, some equity can be garnered through the add-on category. Table 4.4 provides a summary 
of the differences in vertical range. 
Table 4.4 
Vertical Range of Per-Pupil Per District Allocations 
 FY2004 FY2010 Difference 
Range $949.00 $1,971.00 $1,022.00 
Maximum Allocation $3,673.00 $6,116.00 $2,443.00 
Minimum Allocation $2,724.00 $4,145.00 $1,421.00 
 
Vertical Restricted Range  
 The data utilized to determine vertical restricted range was also furnished by the 
Mississippi Department of Education for the FY2004 and FY2010 allocations. Restricted range 
is the dollar difference between the per-pupil per district allocation at the 95
th
 percentile and the 
5
th
 percentile.  The per-pupil per district allocations are in descending order.  The restricted range 
for FY2004 is $624.00 with the 95
th
percentile amount of $3,389.00 (Pearl Separate School 
District) and the 5
th
 percentile allocation of $2,765.00 (Long Beach School District).  The 
FY2010 restricted range is $1,253.00 with the 95
th
 percentile amount of $5,748.00 (Franklin 
County School District) and the 5
th
 percentile allocation of $4,495.00 (Clinton Public School 
District). The increase of $629.00 represents a substantial decrease in vertical equitable disparity 
between the MAEP funding to districts from the 95
th
 percentile and the 5
th
 percentile after add-
ons have been calculated into the allocation. Table 4.5 provides a summary of the differences in 
restricted range. 
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Table 4.5 
Vertical Restricted Ranges of the Per-Pupil Per District Allocations 
 FY2004 FY2010 Difference 
Vertical Range $624.00 $1,253.00 $629.00 
Maximum Allocation $3,389.00 $5,748.00 $2,359.00 
Minimum Allocation $2,765.00 $4,495.00 $1,730.00 
Vertical Federal Range Ratio 
 The data used to determine federal range ratio was attained through the Mississippi 
Department of Education. The federal range ratio is determined by first subtracting the 5
th
  
percentile from the 95
th
 percentile. The difference is divided by the 5
th
 percentile. The resulting 
quotient is the federal range ratio. The federal standard to show equity in the federal range ratio  
is 0.20 or lower. The federal range ratio for FY2004 was 0.22 and is found through the 
aforementioned formula: ($3,389.00 - $2,765.00) = $624.00/$2,765.00 = 0.22. The federal range 
ratio for FY2010 is determined by first subtracting the 5
th
 percentile from the 95
th
 percentile. The 
difference is divided by the 5
th
 percentile. The resulting quotient is the federal range ratio. The 
federal range ratio of 0.27 for FY2010 is determined through: ($5,748.00- $4,495.00) = 
$1,253.00 / $4,495.00 = 0.27.  The Mississippi Adequate Education Program in FY2010 
marginally meets the federal standard for the Federal Range Ratio.  
Categorical Analysis of Vertical Equity 
 In Table 4.6, the ten categories which are used in most states to provide some form of 
vertical equity is presented by program type (Berne & Stiefel, 1984).  A categorical item 
reference chart for vertical equity measures found in the Mississippi Adequate Education 
Program as compared to the other 49 states in the nation is found in Appendix D.  Mississippi 
utilizes add-ons in five of the ten categorical programs.  Class Size Reduction, Bilingual 
Education, and Early Childhood Education are funded federally and may be funded by individual 
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districts, but these categories receive no direct categorical funding from the state. Otherwise, 
MAEP categorically funds Transportation, Special Education, Compensatory/Alternative 
Education, Gifted & Talented Education, and Vocational Education in order to achieve a 
moderate level of vertical equity throughout the state of Mississippi. 
Table 4.6 
Categories of Programs States Use to Provide Vertical Equity 
Programs School Districts Children Programs 
Categories Class Size Reduction Special Education Early Childhood 
 Transportation Compensatory/Alternative Vocational Education 
 Capital Outlay Gifted and Talented Technology 
  Bilingual Education  
Note: Adapted from Odden & Picus, 2004. 
Class Size Reduction is a concerted effort by the United States Department of Education, 
through Title II and the No Child Left Behind Act, and by individual state initiatives to reduce 
the student-teacher ratio in classrooms.  According to the National Center for Educational  
Statistics (2000), all fifty states have received some form of federal funding to help reduce class 
size within each state.  Only seventeen states have enacted legislation which mandates class 
reduction as shown in Appendix D.  All seventeen states utilized an add-on provision for the 
funding rather than incorporating the funding into their funding formula.  Mississippi does not 
allocate any funds directly to class size reduction. 
 Transportation is the second most expensive vertical equity category states are funding.  
Due to the great variance in cost of transportation from state to state, the funding for this 
category varies from no state support to full funding.  Eighteen states fund transportation within 
their state formula, as shown in Appendix D.  In FY2010, Mississippi allocated $60,928,902.00 
dollars to the transportation sub-category as an add-on.  The funding is a set amount stipulated 
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by the state legislature and added to the overall MAEP allocation.  The Mississippi Department 
of Education is responsible for disbursement through an average daily attendance and density 
formula. 
 Capital outlay receives an extremely small portion of categorical funding from most 
states. These funds are generally used to obtain fixed assets, purchase property, and construction 
purposes. Eight states fund capital outlay within their formula.  These states are Arkansas, 
Arizona, Colorado, Hawaii, Kentucky, New Jersey, Tennessee, and Wisconsin. Methods of 
funding capital outlay range from flat grants, lotteries, to legislative appropriation.  The 
Mississippi state legislature no longer funds capital outlay within the MAEP formula. Funds are 
appropriated separately by the state legislature to be disbursed as loans to the districts, and the 
Mississippi Department of Education determines the disbursement of these funds based on an 
application process.  
 Special Education has the greatest number of states funding this categorical program than 
any other category.  All fifty states provide funding specifically for this category and thirty states 
fund this category within their funding formula, see Appendix D.  Differing methods are used to 
fund this program, such as a weighting system, an average daily membership formula, program 
units, and a system for addressing the cost of educating the differing needs on a per-pupil basis. 
The amount of funding given by states to districts varies greatly from 10% to full funding.  The 
Mississippi Adequate Education Program funds special education as an add-on.  In FY2010, the 
state funded special education at a cost of $249,270,741.00 which represents the single largest 
add-on funded sub-category in MAEP.  Mississippi funds special education by more than 
$200,000,000.00 more than any other single sub-category and the special education budget is 
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larger than all the other add-on sub-categories combined by $60,491,481.00. The funds are 
allocated through an average daily membership formula. 
 Gifted and Talented Education is funded in thirty-seven states.  Ten states provide full 
funding (see Appendix D) and twenty-seven states fund this sub-category outside their formula 
as an add-on provision.  No state fully funds Gifted and Talented Education either within or 
outside their funding formula. As an add-on sub-category in Mississippi, gifted and talented 
education received $47,139,461.00 in the FY2010 budget.  Districts are allocated funds 
according to an average daily membership formula. 
 Compensatory/Alternative Education is another sub-category which receives little 
funding support and is funded in only twenty-five states.  Eleven states provide funding within 
their formula, as depicted in Appendix D.  Mississippi refers to compensatory education as 
alternative education, and this category is funded through an add-on formula which is dispersed 
to districts using an average daily membership formula.  The MAEP total budget for alternative 
education for FY2010 was $31,669,590.00. 
 Bilingual Education funding is increasing due to regional population growth in such 
states as Texas, California, and New Mexico.  As of 2003, fifteen states included funding within 
their funding formulas, and twelve states did not provide any funding for bilingual education 
(Bennett, 2003). Nineteen states supported funding for bilingual education outside their current 
funding formulas.  Mississippi does not currently fund bilingual education. 
 Early Childhood Education is a commonly supported sub-category throughout the United 
States.  Funded as an add-on in 32 states, no state fully funds early childhood education within 
their funding program.  Eight states have chosen not to fund this sub-category at all, while other 
states funds early childhood education through their special education budgets.  Typical funding 
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comes from a formula based on average daily membership (Bennett, 2003).  Mississippi does not 
currently fund early childhood education through a specific add-on program. 
 Forty one states are currently categorically funding technology.  The funds for this sub-
category tend to not be to the same level as other categories, such as special education (National 
Center for Educational Statistics, 2000).  Typically, technology is funded outside state funding 
formulas in the form of an add-on.  Mississippi does not fund technology. 
 Vocational Education usually receives the least amount of all state funding (Bennett, 
2003).  Funding is given through grants, a weighted system, or targeted toward a specific 
population through an average daily membership formula; i.e. a farming community, a 
manufacturing community, or a community needing health care providers such as a certified 
retirement community.  There are 34 states which leave the responsibility of funding vocational 
education with the local district.  Mississippi currently funds vocational education as an add-on.  
The FY2010 MAEP total allocation for vocational education was $49,041,307.00 which, unlike 
most states, is a greater allocation than both gifted and talented and alternative education in the 
state of Mississippi.  The Mississippi Department of Education utilizes an average daily 
membership formula determines district allocations. 
Analysis of Fiscal Neutrality 
 Specific relational analyses are commonly used by researchers to determine if a 
relationship exists between the per-pupil allocation per district and the actual wealth of a district.  
One of the most widely used measures is the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient 
and the coefficient of determination (Bennett, 2003).  The statistical analysis outcomes are 
measured using the Mississippi Adequate Education Program per-pupil per district allocation for 
FY2004 and FY2010. 
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Correlation Coefficient 
 The linear relationship between the per-pupil per district allocation and its relation to the 
wealth of a district as determined by add-ons for FY2004 and FY2010 of the Mississippi 
Adequate Education Program is measured by the Pearson Correlation Coefficient.  The 
correlation coefficient has a range from -1.0 to +1.0.  If the coefficient should be indicated by a 
zero, then perfect equity exists between the per-pupil per district allocation and the wealth of a 
district; or, in simpler terms, a relationship no longer exists between per-pupil per district 
allocation and wealth after add-ons are placed into the funding formula.  A correlation of +1.0 
indicates the most inequitable relationship whereas a correlation of -1.0 would indicate an 
inverse relationship. The closer the correlation is to -1.0, the less money a wealthy district should 
receive through state allocations.  In terms of school finance, the greater the negative correlation 
the more positive the statistical finding toward fiscal neutrality.  The coefficient for the total cost 
per-pupil per district allocation which is vertical equity inclusive of add-ons for FY2004 and 
FY2010 is .566. This coefficient reflects a moderate positive correlation and is indicative of 
moderate fiscal neutrality between allocation per-pupil per district and district wealth. The 
Mississippi Adequate Education Program reaches a level of fiscal neutrality which was not 
intentionally built into the formula. The coefficient for the per-pupil per district allocation which 
is horizontal equity before add-ons for FY2004 and FY2010 is .807.  This coefficient reflects a 
strong positive correlation which indicates little fiscal neutrality between allocation per-pupil per 
district and district wealth.  Appendix C provides a summary of the correlation coefficient. 
Coefficient of Determination 
 The coefficient of determination (r
2
) references the percentage of variance attributable to 
wealth due to add-ons between the MAEP FY2004 and FY2010 per-pupil per district allocations. 
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As the system becomes more equitable, allocations should reflect greater variance.  The 
coefficient of determination for the total cost per-pupil per district allocations between FY2004 
and FY2010 reflects a 96% variance.  The Mississippi Adequate Education Program therefore 
possesses a level of fiscal neutrality unintended by its framers. 
Summary 
This study utilizes statistical measures from the original Mississippi Adequate  
Education Program formula as approved by the Mississippi State Legislature in 1997 to 
determine whether MAEP has survived in its intended effectiveness over its current eight year 
life span.  The study analyzed the state per-pupil per district allocations provided by the State of 
Mississippi to each of its 152 school districts in FY2004 and FY2010. The study first determines 
if horizontal equity, vertical equity, and fiscal neutrality exist in the two allocations. Next, the 
study demonstrates to what level horizontal equity, vertical equity, and fiscal neutrality 
comparably exists between the FY2004 and FY2010 per-pupil per district allocations from the 
State of Mississippi to the 152 school districts.  The results indicate horizontal equity, vertical 
equity, and fiscal neutrality were present in the funding formula although each to a different level 
due to the emphasis placed on each within the formula itself.   
When analyzing the horizontal equity of the Mississippi Adequate Education Program 
between the FY2004 to the FY2010 allocations, a decrease in range of 34% is seen which 
reflects a decrease in disparity between the highest and the lowest per-district allocation between 
the two fiscal years.   Restricted range and federal range ratio indicates an increase in terms of 
horizontal equity. Where the FY2004 allocation did not meet the federal standard of horizontal 
equity which is 0.20, the FY2010 allocation moderately meets the federal standard of horizontal 
equity.  FY2004 had a federal range ratio of 0.38 while FY2010 possesses a federal range ratio 
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of 0.23.  In terms of coefficient of variance, where a level of 0.1 indicates a moderate level of 
horizontal equity, the MAEP formula satisfies the coefficient of variance standard for horizontal 
equity by achieving a level of 0.14 in FY2010 versus the FY2004 level of 0.30. 
 Utilizing add-ons to address the different needs of students, the Mississippi Adequate 
Education Program reaches a moderate positive level of vertical equity.  Although the formula 
does not create an inverse relationship where the wealth of a district is no longer a factor in 
educating students, MAEP does adjust per district allocations to achieve a vertically moderate 
level of equity. Through these adjustments, the vertical range between the FY2004 and the 
FY2010 allocations indicates increases of 107% which reflect a decrease in the disparity of 
wealth between districts. The poorest Mississippi district is allocated $1,022.00 additional 
funding per-pupil than the wealthiest district.  The wealthy district has the financial ability to 
counterbalance the lower amount of state funding received through local ad valorem taxes. The 
vertical restricted range reflects a minor increase between the FY2004 and the FY2010 
allocations. This is supported by the federal range ratio increasing from 0.22 in FY2004 to a 
federal range ratio of 0.27 in FY2010.  Statistical analysis reflects the Mississippi Adequate 
Education Program continues to meet a moderate level of vertical equity.   
Categorically, Mississippi funds five of the ten recognized categories most commonly 
used to achieve vertical equity in per-pupil per district funding.  MAEP funds 50% of all 
categories outside of its formula as add-ons as compared to the rest of the nation as shown in 
Appendix D.  Also as reflected in Appendix D, the fifty states fund approximately 25% of the 
categories within their funding formulas, 53% of the categories are funded outside their formulas 
through add-ons, and 22% of the categories were not funded by states through any means.   
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Fiscal neutrality is widely measured through a correlation coefficient and a coefficient of 
determination.  The Mississippi Adequate Education Program meets the correlation of coefficient 
between the FY2004 and FY2010 allocations in a moderate level of neutrality.  Although the 
formula does not meet the ideal level of inverse relationship where district wealth is effectively 
neutral between all districts in a state funding system, it does create a moderate level of equity 
between the wealthy and poor districts. The MAEP correlation coefficient of .566 represents a 
moderate level of neutrality after vertical equity measures such as add-ons are placed into the 
formula as compared to the correlation coefficient of .807 before add-ons, the correlation 
coefficient for horizontal equity only.  The coefficient of determination between FY2004 and 
FY2010 is .966 which provides a strong positive indication the Mississippi Adequate Education 
Program is becoming progressively more neutral and horizontally more equitable.  The strength 
of these correlations is found in the correlation of significance at the 0.01 (two tailed) level. A 
two tailed correlation of significance can range from -1 to +1.  When either -1 or +1 has been 
reached, the relationship is extremely high. The correlation of significance of the fiscal neutrality 
of MAEP for the FY2004 and FY2010 allocations is .983 which is significant at the 0.01level 
(two tailed). 
A summary of the horizontal equity, vertical equity, and the fiscal neutrality statistics for 
the FY2004 and the FY2010 Mississippi Adequate Education Program allocations for per-pupil 
per district data as provided by the Mississippi Department of Education is found in Appendix C.   
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 Since the 1960’s, litigation over funding for public schools provides the impetus for the 
determination of what equity means to educational stakeholders, what different types of equity 
exist, and the creation of the different state funding formulas in current use nationwide. 
Mississippi taxpayers have voiced concerns over the funding of public schools since the first 
state funded public school was opened in Columbus, Mississippi in 1821. The Mississippi state 
legislative body was proactive in 1997 in approving the Mississippi Adequate Education 
Program prior to litigation over the inequity found in the Minimum Education Program in use 
prior to 1997 (Augenblick & Myers, 1993).  However, since the inception of the Mississippi 
Adequate Education Program, there has not been an independent study conducted of the 
horizontal equity of the current allocation as compared to the original intended formula passed 
into law.  Records indicate the only group to conduct a study of the equity of the Mississippi 
Adequate Education Program since the first full year of funding is the same consulting firm hired 
by the State of Mississippi in 1993 to create MAEP.   
 Over the eight years which the Mississippi Adequate Education Program has been 
legislated to be fully implemented, the local school districts have seen appropriations reach the 
fully funded level four out of the past eight fiscal years. Although the formula itself has not been 
changed or modified, there are concerns which have come about over the past few years as a 
recession and inflation have created budgetary issues on every level of the allocation process.  
The cost of educating children has risen dramatically due to the rising cost of goods and services.  
   
77 
 
Although MAEP takes the Consumer Price Index into account, the maximum number of mills a 
district may charge in ad valorem taxes is hindering school districts from providing needed 
resources for their children. Certain add-ons, such as transportation, are still set by the 
Mississippi legislature as an arbitrary dollar amount rather than based on the actual needs of 
school districts, and bilingual education is quickly becoming an area of need across the state of 
Mississippi.  
 This quantitative study conducts an analysis of the level of horizontal equity of the 
Mississippi education funding program known as the Mississippi Adequate Education Program, 
and this study also discusses vertical equity and fiscal neutrality in detail later in this chapter.  
The over-arching question is whether the equity portion of the funding formula has survived in 
its intended effectiveness over its eight year life span, or if the political landscape of budget cuts 
due to tax shortfalls have re-created the inequity in educational funding it was designed to 
alleviate.  The statistical and categorical data have provided the necessary information required 
to re-create the original study and answer the research questions found in Chapter 1 of this paper. 
 The framework of this study was constructed through previous equity studies of Bennett 
(2003) and Augenblick & Myers (1993). The datasets for FY2004 and FY2010 were garnered 
from the Mississippi Department of Education.  All data were aggregated through a per-pupil per 
district allocation unit of analysis.  Horizontal equity, vertical equity, and fiscal neutrality were 
the funding guides for this study.  Statistical measures such as dispersion and relationship were 
utilized to determine levels of horizontal equity, vertical equity, and fiscal neutrality.  
Categorical analysis is used to determine vertical equity. The following research questions were 
answered using the statistical and categorical analyses. 
Response to Research Questions 
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Research Question #1: Does MAEP meet the criteria for horizontal equity?  
Horizontal equity is found in an educational funding formula wherein the formula is  
created through a recognized tax program and is founded upon a base per-pupil model.  The 
Mississippi Adequate Education Program uses a recognized tax program known as the 
guaranteed yield plan.  Mississippi’s guaranteed yield plan requires all districts to tax a certain 
level of millage of ad valorem taxes.  The state will then allocate a specified dollar difference 
between the value of the lowest mill rate and the highest mill rate the districts can raise.  The 
state guarantees a base per-pupil allocation to every district; therefore, the Mississippi Adequate 
Education Program meets the base criteria for horizontal equity. 
Research Question #2: Does MAEP meet the criteria for vertical equity? 
  The Mississippi Adequate Education Program shows evidence of vertical equity through 
a tiered structure. MAEP provides some level of horizontal equity and an adjustment for student 
needs. The formula must first provide horizontal equity.  MAEP does this by implementing a 
recognized tax program, specifically the guaranteed yield program.  It also provides horizontal 
equity through the utilization of a base per-pupil allocation. The second standard is the 
adjustment for student needs. The Mississippi Adequate Education Program provides for 
different student needs through a series of categorical programs characterized as add-ons.  These 
add-on programs give extra funding to less wealthy school districts through specific formulas 
determined for each categorical program. Mississippi funds five of the ten most recognized 
categories outside its funding formula as add-ons.  The state does not fund five of the ten 
categories either within its formula or as an add-on. The five categories MAEP funds are 
Transportation, Special Education, Compensatory/Alternative Education, Gifted & Talented 
Education, and Vocational Education.  MAEP allocates the greatest percentage of add-on funds 
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to the Special Education category.  Mississippi no longer directly funds Capital Outlay, and does 
not directly fund Class Size Reduction, Bilingual Education, or Technology.  Early Childhood 
Education is funded through federal dollars only. The Mississippi Adequate Education Program 
meets the criteria for vertical equity based on evidence of both standards. 
Research Question #3: Does MAEP meet the criteria for Fiscal Neutrality? 
 The Mississippi Adequate Education Program contains evidence of a base form of fiscal 
neutrality.  In order to meet the minimum standard for fiscal neutrality, a funding formula must 
meet the minimum standards for horizontal equity as well as vertical equity.  The funding 
formula must also show some form of recognized district contribution either in direct district 
resources being paid from wealthy districts to the overall state budget or through some form of 
cap on local ad valorem taxes.  MAEP shows evidence of horizontal equity by containing a 
recognized tax program and through the utilization of a base per-pupil allocation.  The formula 
indicates vertical equity by containing an adjustment for student need in the form of recognized 
add-ons.  Mississippi has also incorporated a cap on the number of mills a district may levy on 
ad valorem taxes which may be no more than 55 mills and a minimum levy of 28 mills which a 
district may charge through ad valorem taxes. The Mississippi Adequate Education Program 
meets a minimal level of criteria for fiscal neutrality. 
Research Question #4: Does MAEP meet the criteria for horizontal equity (range, federal range, 
standard deviation, and coefficient of variance) as was intended in its original design? 
 The Mississippi Adequate Education Plan is not as horizontally equitable as the theory of 
the original 1993 design, but MAEP is more horizontally equitable in the practical application of 
the FY2010 budget than in the FY2004 budget.  This study replicated the original practical 
application of the Mississippi Adequate Education Program from FY2004 as compared to the 
   
80 
 
current FY2010 application of the formula, and finds the FY2010 budget is more equitable than 
the FY2004 allocated budget in range, federal range ratio, standard deviation, and coefficient of 
variance. The statistical breakdown of these indices is explained in detail further in this chapter. 
 The original 1993 design did not postulate a range or federal range ratio; however, it did 
propose a standard deviation and coefficient of variation. The standard deviation in the proposed 
design was $290.00 as compared to the FY2004 standard deviation of $788.50 and the FY2010 
standard deviation of $587.00. The proposed standard deviation was much narrower than the 
practical application of the design.  The coefficient of variation of the 1993 design was .094 as 
compared to the FY2004 coefficient of variation of 0.30 and the FY2010 coefficient of variation 
of 0.142.  This means most school districts have a per-pupil allocation within about 14.2% of the 
average allocation as opposed to the theoretical 1993 average allocation of nine percent.  The 
Mississippi Adequate Education Program in FY2010 is above the coefficient of variance of the 
original 1993 design but more equitable than the FY2004 allocation. The coefficient of variance 
for FY2010 of 0.142 in comparison to the coefficient of variance for FY 2004 of 0.30 is another 
indicator MAEP is becoming progressively more horizontally equitable.  The federal range ratio 
of FY2004 was 0.38 as compared to the FY2010 federal range ratio of 0.23.  The formula is 
becoming more horizontally equitable according to federal guidelines which state a federal range 
ratio of 0.2 or lower shows a moderate level of horizontal equity. In terms of the originally 
intended horizontal equity of the Mississippi Adequate Education Program, the formula is 
becoming more horizontally equitable as was desired.  
The original 1993 proposal also made mention of vertical equity and fiscal neutrality 
although the formula was not specifically designed to answer the standards of vertical equity or 
fiscal neutrality. Vertical equity is established through statistical and categorical means. The 
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original design created add-ons to provide resources for the different needs of students but the 
design does not mention the level of equity which should be met due to the lack of proper 
statistical measures beyond range and federal range ratio. As evidenced, the Mississippi 
Adequate Education Program decreased in vertical equity from the FY2004 allocation to the 
FY2010 allocation. While both are still moderately within the federal guidelines for vertical 
equity, the FY2010 allocation is slightly less vertically equitable than the FY2004 allocation.  
Categorically, the Mississippi Adequate Education Program contains five of the ten recognized 
categorical add-on programs to create a moderate level vertical equity. The Mississippi Adequate 
Education Program therefore provides a moderate level of vertical equity. 
Fiscal neutrality has been garnered in the Mississippi Adequate Education Program 
through a maximum number of ad valorem mills a school district may levy on its citizens.  
Mississippi allows a maximum of 55 mills to be levied for support of schools. The minimum 
number of mills a school district may levy is 28 mills.  With the disparity of the value of these 
mills, those districts whose mills are not supported by local wealth can levy a higher number of 
mills up to the maximum and still not receive the same local contribution amount per mill as 
their wealthier counterparts.   
In FY2010, Mound Bayou School District, a district of 556 students, levied a total of 
48.65 mills for a total local contribution of $189,807.00 which results in a total local contribution 
of $341.38 per-pupil.  Conversely, Madison County School District, a district with 11,575 
students, generated a local contribution of $14,594,863.00 from a total millage of 38.60 resulting 
in a local per-pupil contribution of $1,260.89. With a cap on the amount of mills a district can 
levy, the formula creates a moderate level of neutral fiscal deterrence due to unintended inequity 
created by local wealth thus advocating a minimal level of fiscal neutrality. Statistical analysis of 
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the FY2004 and FY2010 allocations reflects a correlation coefficient of .566.  This coefficient 
provides the statistical evidence that MAEP does have a moderate level of fiscal neutrality. The 
coefficient of determination of .966 indicates a progression towards fiscal neutrality which is 
corroborated by the correlation of .983 at the 0.01level of significance (two tailed). 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions are based on the findings of this study as related to the 
intended design and practical applications of the Mississippi Adequate Education Program. 
1. The FY2010 allocation is more horizontally equitable than FY2004. 
2. MAEP has a moderate level of fiscal neutrality and reflects an increasing fiscally 
neutral tendency relative to the add-ons employed within the funding formula. 
3. The practical application of the formula is not as equitable as the design; however, the 
horizontal coefficient of variation for FY2010 is within federal guidelines reflecting a 
moderate level of horizontal equity. 
4. The federal range ratio for FY2010 is within the federal guidelines for a moderate 
level of horizontal equity and a marginal level of vertical equity. 
5. The formula does not provide direct categorical funding for class size reduction, 
capital outlay, bilingual education, early childhood education, or technology. 
6. The minimum and maximum level of mills a district may levy has not changed since 
1993 despite the economic upheavals in the past two years. 
Recommendations 
 The data from this study supports several recommendations regarding the Mississippi 
Adequate Education Program.  First, due to the impact of the recent economic downturn 
commonly referred to as the Crash of 2008 in the state of Mississippi, the required four year 
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recalculation, due in 2012, of the Base Student Cost should be implemented immediately to 
ensure districts are receiving the resources necessary to meet the changing needs of students. 
Due to high unemployment rates, parents are being forced to rely on schools more than ever to 
provide more resources to educate children.  Health care services, food services, transportation 
costs, everyday school supplies, and after-school care are growing at an exponential rate 
throughout the state’s schools.  
Second, within the funding formula, the Base Student Cost line item for Free Lunch 
Participants should be changed to reflect Free and Reduced Lunch Participants for funding 
purposes.  This enlarges the district population for special need funding and would help create a 
more vertically equitable formula. Currently, Mississippi law prohibits the use of the reduced 
lunch count when assessing the allocation for low socio-economic students in the state of 
Mississippi. 
The Free Lunch Participant line item within the Base Student Cost portion of the formula 
only allots 5% extra funding for this particular category.  This represents one of the nation’s 
lowest percentages of funding for this category.  Increasing this percentage would increase the 
vertical equity of the overall formula by providing more funding for the students with the 
greatest needs. 
Third, the minimum and maximum level of mills which districts may levy should be 
adjusted upwards to match the current rate of inflation of 2.7%. Districts could raise their tax 
millage to help offset the cost of educating children, not only would this give districts the 
opportunity to raise local revenues and take some of the burden of the district budget off of the 
state but also place funds back in the control of the local districts.  Those districts only charging 
the minimum millage would also be forced to raise their tax rates as well. Currently, the state 
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legislature funds an average of 54% of a district’s total budget which places Mississippi in the 
top third in the nation for district funding despite being one of the nation’s poorest states 
(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2009). 
The fourth recommendation is Class Size Reduction, Capital Outlay, Bilingual 
Education, Early Childhood Education, and Technology should be funded as add-ons.  The 
classes in some schools are becoming increasingly larger and diverse in population.  In order to 
properly educate these students, smaller class sizes with properly trained bilingual instructors are 
becoming a necessity to create a more educated future workforce for Mississippi. The school 
physical plant infrastructure is aging and the cost of correcting this situation will increase 
annually if this issue is not addressed.  Mississippi schools are falling further behind in the 
technological race which is detrimental to student learning and later workforce competition. 
Transportation should have a prescribed formula per district to determine an overall add-
on allocation.  Transportation is being underfunded to an extent in which local districts must 
either use local funds to balance the cost of transporting children, or use increasingly older buses 
which translates into a safety issue.  Freeing up local funds will also place more instructional 
resources into the classrooms, provide for maintenance of older buildings, offset the costs of 
increasing utility bills, or replace lost funding for the arts. 
As a fifth recommendation, a change in how the Mississippi Department of Education 
requires local districts to supply certain financial data, such as homestead values and local ad 
valorem taxes should be implemented, in order to create a state budget.  These submissions are 
generated through a variety of electronic and paper ledger modalities. Technology has evolved 
where the Office of the State Auditor (OSA) could garner the financial data from the various 
local agencies, such as the local Tax Assessor’s Offices which would be more accurate, up-to-
   
85 
 
date, and verifiable by the OSA.  This would create more equitable allocation to districts and end 
the Office of the State Auditor’s question of whether the Mississippi Department of Education is 
supplying accurate information to an independent accounting firm prior to MDE creating a 
proposed MAEP budget for the Mississippi state legislature. 
Last, a study of the vertical equity and fiscal neutrality of the Mississippi Adequate 
Education Program should be conducted.  This study could give more insight as to how to make 
the formula more vertically equitable and fiscally neutral to provide educational leaders the 
information and guidance necessary to obtain more adequacy and efficiency from the funds 
allocated to local districts. There has not been an independent study conducted of the adequacy 
of dollars allocated or expended in the state’s schools to create more vertical equity or better 
fiscal neutrality.  Are students receiving the adequate resources necessary to be competitive in 
the workforce or in a post-secondary setting?  Also, are the state’s school districts utilizing the 
funds being allocated to them in an efficient manner which will maximize the resources being 
provided to the students? These two questions should guide the study for vertical equity and 
fiscal neutrality in the state legislature’s funding of P-12 education. 
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Appendix A 
Pivotal Educational Court Cases between 1912 and 1973  
Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 347 U.S. 483 (1954). 
San Antonio School District v. Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1, 93 S Ct. 1278, 36L. Ed.2d 16 (1973). 
Sawyer v. Gilmore, 83 A. 673 (me. 1912). 
Serrano v. Priest 5Cal 3d 584, 487 P2d 1241 (1971). 
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Appendix B 
FY2004 and FY2010 Per-Pupil Per District Allocations 
FY2010 Horizontal 
District Allocation District Allocation District Allocation 
Yazoo City $4707.00 Holly Springs $4,137.00 Monroe County $3,799.00 
Mound Bayou $4683.00 Greene County $4,135.00 Hazlehurst $3,779.00 
Clay County $4641.00 Lee County $4,133.00 Corinth $3,775.00 
Clarksdale $4,549.00 Franklin County $4,125.00 Forrest County $3,768.00 
Chickasaw Cty $4,507.00 Okolona $4,121.00 W. Jasper County $3,754.00 
Winona $4,458.00 Drew $4,107.00 Cleveland $3,751.00 
North Bolivar $4,441.00 Simpson County $4,104.00 Lafayette County $3,751.00 
Nettleton $4,422.00 Hinds AHS $4,098.00 Harrison County $3,749.00 
Union City $4,417.00 Itawamba County $4,095.00 Pearl $3,747.00 
Greenville $4,407.00 Wayne County $4,094.00 Forrest AHS $3,737.00 
Scott County $4,397.00 Quitman County $4,091.00 Forrest Separate $3,734.00 
Durant $4,377.00 Webster County $4,091.00 Clinton $3,729.00 
Holmes County $4,354.00 Benton County $4,088.00 Natchez-Adams $3,724.00 
North Pike $4,344.00 Leake County $4,088.00 DeSoto County $3,719.00 
Humphreys Cty $4,317.00 Lumberton $4,074.00 Lamar County $3,701.00 
Water Valley $4,311.00 Lauderdale Cty $4,069.00 Coffeeville $3,696.00 
Hollandale $4,303.00 Sunflower County $4,052.00 Brookhaven $3,695.00 
Prentiss County $4,298.00 Stone County $4,048.00 Amite County $3,682.00 
Indianola $4,297.00 Leland $4,036.00 S. Delta County $3,679.00 
Marion County $4,294.00 Leflore County $4,033.00 Benoit $3,678.00 
George County $4,291.00 Greenwood $4,032.00 Coahoma County $3,678.00 
Richton $4,290.00 Amory $4,026.00 Bay St. Louis $3,675.00 
Newton County $4,278.00 S. Pike County $4,025.00 Claiborne County $3,670.00 
Pontotoc County $4,275.00 Jackson Public $4,016.00 Covington County $3,662.00 
Tate County $4,270.00 Columbia $4,013.00 Canton $3,662.00 
Lincoln County $4,268.00 Marshall County $4,012.00 Tunica County $3,661.00 
N. Tippah County $4,261.00 Senatobia $4,009.00 Aberdeen $3,654.00 
Noxubee County $4,254.00 Oktibbeha County $3,995.00 E. Jasper County $3,648.00 
Booneville $4,253.00 Picayune $3,994.00 Laurel $3,648.00 
S. Tippah County $4,249.00 McComb $3,989.00 Hattiesburg $3,642.00 
Coahoma AHS $4,244.00 Long Beach $3,987.00 Carroll County $3,638.00 
Houston $4,236.00 Newton Municipal $3,983.00 Western Line $3,631.00 
Montgomery Cty $4,232.00 Moss Point $3,979.00 Attala County $3,623.00 
Pontotoc City $4,230.00 Poplarville $3,972.00 Yazoo County $3,620.00 
E. Tallahatchie Cty $4,228.00 Kemper County $3,971.00 Warren-Vicksburg $3,604.00 
Copiah County $4,221.00 Quitman City $3,953.00 Pascagoula $3,603.00 
Calhoun County $4,206.00 Philadelphia $3,911.00 Perry County $3,601.00 
Union County $4,204.00 Petal $3,908.00 Choctaw County $3,594.00 
Neshoba County $4,201.00 Grenada $3,903.00 Gulfport $3,594.00 
Pearl River Cty $4,191.00 Jefferson Davis  $3,903.00 Starkville $3,592.00 
N. Panola County $4,182.00 Baldwyn $3,901.00 Lawrence County $3,590.00 
Walthall County $4,174.00 S. Panola County $3,886.00 Biloxi $3,584.00 
West Point $4,169.00 Wilkinson County $3,882.00 Pass Christian $3,580.00 
W.Tallahatchie Cty $4,166.00 Tishomingo Cty $3,878.00 Hancock County $3,579.00 
Smith County $4,157.00 Jackson County $3,840.00 Tupelo $3,577.00 
W. Bolivar County $4,153.00 Louisville $3,827.00 Lowndes County $3,569.00 
Kosciusko $4,148.00 Ocean Springs $3,824.00 Oxford $3,567.00 
Jefferson County $4,140.00 Meridian $3,818.00 Enterprise $3,553.00 
Shaw $4,138.00 New Albany $3,812.00 Rankin County $3,538.00 
Jones County $4,138.00 Columbus $3,808.00 Madison County $3,533.00 
Alcorn County $4,137.00 Hinds County $3,801.00   
Note: AHS is an abbreviation for Agricultural High School. Cty is an abbreviation for County. The title of City has been left off 
for space concerns.  East and West Tallahatchie School Districts are county schools. E., W., N., S. represents East, West, North, 
and South respectively. Adapted from the Mississippi Department of Education, 2010.   
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Appendix B Continued 
 
FY2010 Vertical 
District Allocation District Allocation District Allocation 
Clay County $6,116.00 Leland $5,229.00 Tishomingo Cty $4,905.00 
Coahoma County $5,932.00 Clarksdale $5,218.00 Covington County $4,896.00 
Mound Bayou $5,870.00 Smith County $5,199.00 Columbus $4,888.00 
North Bolivar $5,868.00 Drew $5,193.00 New Albany $4,867.00 
Prentiss County $5,861.00 Indianola $5,189.00 Philadelphia $4,866.00 
Montgomery Cty $5,832.00 Quitman Separate $5,177.00 Marshall County $4,842.00 
Hollandale $5,803.00 Tate County $5,173.00 Choctaw County $4,836.00 
Marion County $5,770.00 Monroe County $5,159.00 Hattiesburg $4,835.00 
Franklin County $5,748.00 Wayne County $5,159.00 Jackson Public $4,806.00 
Okolona $5,740.00 Baldwyn $5,143.00 Meridian $4,805.00 
Oktibbeha County $5,727.00 Pontotoc City $5,136.00 Perry County $4,797.00 
Winona $5,665.00 Kosciusko $5,126.00 Aberdeen $4,794.00 
Chickasaw County $5,569.00 Leflore County $5,125.00 Corinth $4,790.00 
Union City $5,522.00 Greenville $5,117.00 Enterprise $4,786.00 
N. Tippah County $5,507.00 Columbia $5,098.00 Lamar County $4,752.00 
Nettleton $5,492.00 Itawamba County $5,092.00 S. Panola County $4,752.00 
Yazoo City $5,476.00 Amory $5,088.00 Natchez-Adams $4,743.00 
Richton $5,469.00 Union County $5,087.00 Amite County $4,724.00 
Holly Springs $5,462.00 Louisville $5,087.00 Ocean Springs $4,720.00 
Alcorn County $5,429.00 McComb $5,083.00 Western Line $4,707.00 
Houston $5,423.00 Coahoma County $5,073.00 E. Jasper County $4,706.00 
West Tallahatchie $5,422.00 Holmes County $5,070.00 Starkville $4,672.00 
Lumberton $5,375.00 Neshoba County $5,070.00 Lawrence County $4,663.00 
East Tallahatchie $5,359.00 Forrest AHS $5,060.00 S. Delta County $4,658.00 
Scott County $5,344.00 Lincoln County $5,056.00 Yazoo County $4,655.00 
Calhoun County $5,330.00 West Point $5,053.00 Hazlehurst $4,645.00 
Noxubee County $5,320.00 Grenada $5,053.00 Pass Christian $4,644.00 
Newton Municipal $5,317.00 Lee County $5,053.00 Pascagoula $4,637.00 
George County $5,309.00 Forrest County $5,047.00 Tupelo $4,608.00 
Wilkinson County $5,309.00 Kemper County $5,046.00 Cleveland $4,600.00 
Water Valley $5,305.00 Long Beach $5,044.00 Brookhaven $4,584.00 
S. Tippah County $5,302.00 Hinds AHS $5,038.00 Harrison County $4,558.00 
Jefferson County $5,287.00 Humphreys Cty $5,037.00 Biloxi $4,542.00 
N. Panola County $5,287.00 Stone County $5,037.00 Gulfport $4,539.00 
Pontotoc County $5,287.00 Carroll County $5,035.00 Claiborne County $4,534.00 
Durant $5,278.00 Picayune $5,032.00 Forrest City $4,534.00 
Newton County $5,275.00 Simpson County $5,030.00 Jackson County $4,532.00 
Moss Point $5,267.00 N. Pike County $5,017.00 Laurel $4,522.00 
Jefferson Davis $5,267.00 Sunflower County $5,004.00 Hinds County $4,506.00 
Coffeeville $5,266.00 Pearl River Cty $4,989.00 Hancock County $4,505.00 
W. Bolivar Count $5,265.00 S. Pike County $4,981.00 Warren-Vicksburg $4,502.00 
Greene County $5,259.00 W. Jasper County $4,978.00 Clinton $4,495.00 
Shaw $5,258.00 Poplarville $4,970.00 Lowndes County $4,483.00 
Webster County $5,252.00 Lafayette County $4,969.00 Pearl $4,466.00 
Jones County $5,249.00 Attala County $4,959.00 Canton $4,464.00 
Benton County $5,247.00 Senatobia $4,958.00 Tunica County $4,424.00 
Benoit  $5,245.00 Leake County $4,950.00 Oxford $4,396.00 
Quitman County $5,245.00 Petal $4,947.00 DeSoto County $4,377.00 
Walthall County $5,241.00 Copiah County $4,916.00 Rankin County $4,269.00 
Lauderdale Cty $5,238.00 Greenwood $4,916.00 Madison County $4,145.00 
Booneville $5,232.00 Bay St. Louis $4,910.00   
Note: AHS is an abbreviation for Agricultural High School. Cty is an abbreviation for County. The title of City has been left off 
for space concerns.  East and West Tallahatchie School Districts are county schools. . E., W., N., S. represents East, West, North, 
and South respectively. Adapted from the Mississippi Department of Education, 2010.    
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Appendix B Continued 
 
FY2004 Horizontal 
District Allocation District Allocation District Allocation 
Mound Bayou $3,381.00 Forrest Separate $2,441.00 Lawrence County $2,276.00 
Richton $3,076.00 George County $2,440.00 Lincoln County $2,272.00 
Drew $2,966.00 Tate County $2,433.00 Hazlehurst  $2,265.00 
Yazoo City $2,935.00 Jefferson County $2,427.00 Attala County $2,256.00 
Winona $2,922.00 Wayne County $2,425.00 Noxubee County $2,256.00 
West Tallahatchie $2,904.00 Aberdeen $2,421.00 Alcorn County $2,255.00 
Montgomery Cty $2,869.00 Hinds AHS $2,417.00 Pearl River Cty $2,251.00 
N. Bolivar County $2,862.00 Quitman County $2,413.00 Pearl $2,250.00 
Clarksdale $2,854.00 Greene County $2,404.00 Oxford $2,249.00 
Shaw $2,818.00 Humphreys Cty $2,401.00 Stone County $2,247.00 
Clay County $2,811.00 Brookhaven $2,396.00 New Albany $2,240.00 
Oktibbeha County $2,753.00 N. Tippah County $2,388.00 Grenada $2,237.00 
Hollandale $2,742.00 Forrest County $2,384.00 Tishomingo/Iuka $2,230.00 
West Bolivar $2,694.00 Petal $2,384.00 Pascagoula $2,223.00 
South Pike $2,693.00 S. Tippah County $2,380.00 Biloxi $2,222.00 
Scott County $2,681.00 Bay St. Louis $2,376.00 Quitman $2,219.00 
Prentiss County $2,659.00 Meridian $2,374.00 Lumberton $2,214.00 
Durant $2,642.00 Pontotoc County $2,374.00 Union County $2,210.00 
Indianola $2,627.00 Warren-Vicksburg $2,373.00 Hattiesburg $2,207.00 
Greenwood $2,617.00 Columbus $2,367.00 N. Pike County $2,205.00 
Walthall County $2,611.00 Baldwyn $2,364.00 S. Panola County $2,199.00 
Webster County $2,605.00 Claiborne County $2,363.00 Pontotoc City $2,191.00 
Marion County $2,603.00 Benton County $2,361.00 Philadelphia $2,189.00 
Wilkinson County $2,602.00 Copiah County $2,360.00 Lowndes County $2,187.00 
Leland $2,600.00 Covington County $2,360.00 Enterprise $2,184.00 
Okolona $2,596.00 Gulfport $2,360.00 East Jasper $2,183.00 
East Tallahatchie $2,579.00 McComb $2,356.00 Benoit $2,174.00 
Greenville $2,578.00 Lafayette County $2,355.00 Senatobia $2,173.00 
Union Separate $2,564.00 Western Line $2,354.00 Tunica County $2,173.00 
Choctaw County $2,555.00 Newton $2,353.00 Clinton $2,168.00 
Nettleton $2,553.00 Louisville $2,351.00 Ocean Springs $2,161.00 
Franklin County $2,541.00 Kosciusko $2,343.00 Lee County $2,142.00 
Water Valley $2,534.00 Jackson Public $2,342.00 Jackson County $2,121.00 
Long Beach $2,529.00 Newton County $2,342.00 Pass Christian $2,118.00 
Sunflower County $2,511.00 Coffeeville $2,341.00 Booneville $2,110.00 
Jones County $2,491.00 Moss Point $2,338.00 Hinds County $2,102.00 
Coahoma County $2,489.00 North Panola $2,330.00 West Point $2,093.00 
Cleveland $2,485.00 Laurel $2,326.00 Lamar County $2,091.00 
Lauderdale Cty $2,484.00 Monroe County $2,322.00 Houston $2,085.00 
Chickasaw County $2,470.00 Corinth $2,317.00 Yazoo County $2,073.00 
Smith County $2,467.00 Itawamba $2,313.00 Harrison County $2,065.00 
Holmes County $2,465.00 Leake County $2,311.00 Hancock County $2,064.00 
Starkville $2,461.00 W. Jasper County $2,305.00 Rankin County $2,056.00 
Kemper County $2,459.00 Leflore $2,303.00 Forrest AHS $2,036.00 
Natchez-Adams $2,456.00 Poplarville $2,301.00 Amory $2,035.00 
Calhoun County $2,452.00 Neshoba $2,297.00 Holly Springs $2,026.00 
Coahoma AHS $2,449.00 Columbia $2,294.00 Madison $1,946.00 
Picayune $2,448.00 Tupelo $2,293.00 DeSoto County $1,810.00 
Simpson County $2,446.00 Perry County $2,280.00 Carroll County $1,804.00 
Amite County $2,442.00 Jefferson Davis $2,276.00   
Note: AHS is an abbreviation for Agricultural High School. Cty is an abbreviation for County. The title of City has been left off 
for space concerns.  East and West Tallahatchie School Districts are county schools. . E., W., N., S. represents East, West, North, 
and South respectively. Adapted from the Mississippi Department of Education, 2004.   
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Appendix B Continued 
FY2004 Vertical 
District Allocation District Allocation District Allocation 
Shaw $3,673.00 Laurel $3,205.00 DeSoto County $2,960.00 
Yazoo County $3,576.00 Pascagoula $3,204.00 Forrest County $2,960.00 
Benoit $3,538.00 Philadelphia $3,203.00 Tate County $2,958.00 
Holmes County $3,533.00 Pearl River Cty $3,203.00 Hinds AHS $2,943.00 
Montgomery Cty $3,454.00 Sunflower County $3,203.00 Leake County $2,941.00 
Coahoma AHS $3,440.00 N. Panola County $3,187.00 Oxford $2,932.00 
Lee County $3,411.00 N. Pike County $3,187.00 Copiah $2,931.00 
Carroll County $3,399.00 Lumberton $3,182.00 Greene County $2,927.00 
Pearl $3,389.00 Columbia $3,179.00 South Tippah $2,925.00 
Cleveland $3,387.00 Leflore County $3,177.00 Union County $2,909.00 
Clinton $3,387.00 East Jasper $3,175.00 Jefferson County $2,907.00 
Western Line $3,386.00 Smith County $3,166.00 Forrest City $2,902.00 
Madison County $3,383.00 Stone County $3,166.00 Rankin County $2,901.00 
Perry County $3,377.00 Booneville $3,164.00 Brookhaven $2,875.00 
Warren-Vicksburg $3,369.00 Simpson County $3,164.00 Covington County $2,866.00 
Benton County $3,367.00 Hattiesburg $3,160.00 Oktibbeha County $2,866.00 
Newton Separate $3,349.00 Tupelo $3,156.00 Lowndes County $2,856.00 
Tunica County $3,342.00 East Tallahatchie $3,156.00 Poplarville $2,853.00 
Canton $3,331.00 Humphreys Cty $3,152.00 Meridian $2,849.00 
Indianola $3,328.00 Pontotoc County $3,151.00 W. Bolivar County $2,840.00 
Houston $3,319.00 Picayune $3,150.00 Jackson Public $2,839.00 
Union City $3,314.00 Attala $3,141.00 Lauderdale Cty $2,834.00 
Drew $3,314.00 Hollandale $3,136.00 Bay St. Louis $2,830.00 
S. Panola County $3,309.00 Jackson County $3,132.00 Itawamba County $2,830.00 
Franklin County $3,300.00 S. Delta County $3,125.00 Choctaw County $2,827.00 
Coahoma County $3,292.00 Prentiss County $3,106.00 West Point $2,825.00 
Senatobia $3,287.00 Okolona $3,101.00 Corinth $2,813.00 
West Tallahatchie $3,272.00 Scott County $3,099.00 Jones County $2,812.00 
Pontotoc City $3,264.00 Amory $3,098.00 Tishomingo Cty $2,812.00 
Jefferson Davis $3,261.00 Webster County $3,097.00 Monroe County $2,807.00 
George County $3,260.00 Moss Point $3,088.00 Leland $2,805.00 
West Jasper $3,259.00 Lawrence County $3,087.00 Forrest AHS $2,803.00 
McComb $3,259.00 Marion County $3,077.00 Water Valley $2,798.00 
Greenwood $3,253.00 Baldwyn  $3,074.00 Grenada $2,794.00 
Winona $3,250.00 Aberdeen $3,050.00 Neshoba $2,780.00 
Greenville $3,248.00 South Pike $3,048.00 Calhoun County $2,780.00 
Clarksdale $3,245.00 Wilkinson County $3,046.00 Biloxi $2,774.00 
Petal $3,243.00 Gulfport $3,040.00 Walthall County $2,773.00 
Coffeeville $3,243.00 N. Bolivar County $3,036.00 Lincoln County $2,773.00 
Chickasaw $3,242.00 Quitman City $3,035.00 Hancock County $2,772.00 
Starkville $3,234.00 Hinds County $3,030.00 Ocean Springs $2,768.00 
Richton $3,225.00 Wayne County $3,030.00 Long Beach $2,765.00 
Durant $3,224.00 Amite County $3,016.00 Harrison County $2,763.00 
Clay County $3,221.00 Natchez-Adams $3,011.00 Alcorn County $2,760.00 
Marshall County $3,218.00 Hazlehurst $3,005.00 Pass Christian $2,756.00 
New Albany $3,217.00 Enterprise $3,004.00 Lafayette County $2,754.00 
Lamar County $3,216.00 Claiborne $2,989.00 Nettleton $2,748.00 
Kosciusko $3,215.00 Louisville $2,989.00 Quitman County $2,747.00 
Newton County $3,213.00 Noxubee County $2,973.00 Columbus $2,727.00 
N. Tippah County $3,211.00 Kemper County $2,971.00 Yazoo City $2,724.00 
Mound Bayou $3,210.00 Holly Springs $2,967.00   
Note: AHS is an abbreviation for Agricultural High School. Cty is an abbreviation for County. The title of City has been left off 
for space concerns.  East and West Tallahatchie School Districts are county schools. . E., W., N., S. represents East, West, North, 
and South respectively. Adapted from the Mississippi Department of Education, 2004.   
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Appendix C 
Summary Table for Horizontal Equity, Vertical Equity, and Fiscal Neutrality 
Measure Horizontal Vertical Fiscal Neutrality 
Fiscal Year FY2004          FY2010 FY2004          FY2010 FY2004/FY2010 
Maximum $3,381.00    $4,707.00 $3,673.00    $6,116.00  
Minimum $1,804.00    $3,533.00 $2,724.00    $4,145.00  
Range $1,577.00    $1,174.00 $949.00       $1,971.00  
95
th
 Percentile $2,854.00    $4,417.00 $3,389.00    $5,584.00  
5th Percentile $2,065.00    $3,584.00 $2,765.00    $4,495.00  
Restricted Range $789.00       $833.00 $624.00       $1,253.00  
Federal Range Ratio 0.38             0.23 0.22             0.27  
Mean $2.592.50    $4,120.00 $3,198.50    $5,053.09  
Median $2,360.00    $4,012.50 $3,115.50    $5,054.50  
Standard Deviation $788.50       $587.00   
Coefficient of 
Variation 
0.30             0.143   
Correlation 
Coefficient 
  .566 
Coefficient of 
Determination 
  .966 
Correlation 
Significance at 0.01 
level (2 tailed) 
  .983 
Note: Blank spaces indicate no information is necessary for these measures. 
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Appendix D 
Program Funding Across the United States 
W=Program funded within the state formula. O=Program funded outside the formula. N=Program not state funded. 
State     School District                Children   Program  
 ClassSize 
Reduction 
Trans- 
portation 
Capital 
Outlay 
Special 
Education 
Compensatory 
Alternative 
Gifted & 
Talented 
Bilingual 
Education 
Early 
Childhood 
Vocational 
Education 
Technology 
AL O O O W N W N W O W 
AK O O O W N W W O O N 
AZ N W W W N O W O O O 
AR O O W O N O O O N O 
CA O O O O O O O O N O 
CO N O W O N O O W N N 
CT N O O W N N O O O O 
DE O O O W N N O O N N 
FL O O O W N N W O N O 
GA N O O W O N O O N O 
HI O O W O O O O O N N 
ID N O O W N W W W N O 
IL O O O O O W O O O O 
IN O O O W O O W O N O 
IA O O N W N N N O O O 
KS N W O O W O W W N O 
KY O W W W O O N O O O 
LA O W N W           W W W O N O 
ME O W N W N N O W N O 
MD O O O O W O O O N O 
MA O O O W W O W W N O 
MI O W N W W O O O O N 
MN O W O O N W W O O W 
MS N O N O O O N N O N 
MO N O N O O O N O O O 
MT N O O O N O N N N O 
NE N W N O N O N N N O 
NV O W N W N O N O N O 
NH N O O O N N N N O N 
NJ N O W W O N O O N O 
NM N O O W W W W O N O 
NY O O O W O O O O N N 
NC O O N O O O O O N O 
ND N O N O N O N N O O 
OH O O O W N O W O W O 
OK O W N W W W W W N O 
OR N W N W N W N O N O 
PA N O O O N N N O O O 
RI O W O W O N W W N W 
SC O O O W W O N O O O 
SD N W N O N N N N N N 
TN O W W W N O N O N W 
TX O O O W W W W W N W 
UT O O O W W O O W N O 
VT N W O W W N W O N O 
VA O W O W O O O O N O 
WA O O O O O O O N N N 
WV O W O W N O O O N O 
WI O O W W O N O O N O 
WY O O O O N O N N N O 
Note: Adapted from the National Center for Educational Statistics, 2000.  
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Vitae for 
Michael Lee Putnam  
Education 
Ph.D., Educational Leadership and Administration, The University of Mississippi, Oxford, MS, 
            June 2011 
Concentrations: Educational Leadership, Public School Funding 
Dissertation: Equity in Mississippi: A Study of Public School Funding 
M.Ed., Educational Leadership and Administration, The University of Mississippi, Oxford, MS, 
  May 1989 
Concentrations: School Administration, School Finance 
BSE in English, Delta State University, Cleveland, MS, May 1982 
Research Interests 
State education funding formulas in relation to Equity, Adequacy, Efficiency, and Academic 
Standards: The impact of legal and political issues on educational funding formulas. 
School Principals as CEO’s: The complex and diverse roles a school principal must incorporate 
to provide the culture needed for a school to achieve academic success. 
Professional Credentials 
Graduate Research Assistant      August 2009 –May 2011 
Department of Educational Leadership and Counselor Education, The University of Mississippi 
Responsibilities: School site visitor for administrator interns enrolled in the Administrator 
Cohort Program and the Mississippi Principal Corps, serving on interview committees for 
admittance to the Administrator Cohort Program and the Mississippi Principal Corps, serving on 
the Oral Comprehensive Exam committee for the Administrator Cohort Program.  
 
Education Consultant       August 2009 –May 2011 
North Mississippi Education Consortium, The University of Mississippi 
Responsibilities: Providing the latest educational research to PK-12 school teachers as well as 
building and district-level administrators through professional development seminars and 
workshops.  Major topic areas requested: Response to Intervention, Providing/ Creating  a 
Positive School Environment, Legal Issues of Cyber Bullying and Harassment, Reading and 
Vocabulary Instruction: Techniques That Work.  
PK-12 Administration 
Principal                    July 2000 - June 2009 
Caledonia High School, Lowndes County School District, Caledonia, MS 
Responsibilities: Leadership and evaluation of Caledonia High School faculty and staff, 
curriculum coordinator and assessment management, Athletic Director, oversight of six different 
construction projects, local budgetary oversight, RTI coordinator.  Raised achievement level of 
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school from a low Level Three (Successful) school to a Level Four (High Performing) school. 
Professional student at The University of Mississippi beginning in January 2009. 
 
Assistant Principal                  July 1993 – June 2000 
Caledonia High School, Lowndes County School District, Caledonia, MS 
Responsibilities: Student discipline, on-site student transportation, supervisor for all non-
certified staff, conducted teacher evaluations, managed school event calendar, textbook 
coordinator. 
 
PK-12 Teaching 
English teacher              August 1983 - May 1993 
Greenville High School, Greenville Public School, Greenville, MS 
Responsibilities: Academic teacher of English, supervised those students who were sent to office 
prior to disciplinary action by assistant principal, athletic-administrative duties. 
 
English Teacher                   January 1982-May 1983 
Marks Junior High School, Quitman County Public School District, Marks, MS 
Responsibilities: Academic teacher of English. 
 
Honors and Awards 
 
Administrator of the Year, Lowndes County School District, March 14, 2008 
Unsung Hero Award, Lowndes County Board of Supervisors, April 7, 2008 
Community Hero Award, National Weather Service, April 8, 2008 
Mark Trail Award, National Weather Service, Fall 2008 
 
Professional Memberships 
 
Mississippi Association of Educators 
National Association of Educators 
Mississippi Association of Secondary School Principals 
National Association of Secondary School Principals 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development 
       
 
Professional Publications 
Miracle in Caledonia, MAE Journal, Fall 2008 
 
Workshops 
 
School Disaster Preparedness: Lessons Learned, Annual State Convention of the Mississippi 
Emergency Management Association, Jackson, MS, June 11, 2008 
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Classroom Management Teacher Professional Development Workshop, Okolona School District, 
North Mississippi Education Consortium, August 4, 2009 
Response to Intervention Teacher Professional Development Workshop, Benton County School 
District, North Mississippi Education Consortium, October 15, 2009 
Creating Positive Classroom Environments Teacher Professional Development Workshop, Tate 
County School District, North Mississippi Education Consortium, November 12, 2009 
Reading and Vocabulary Instruction: Techniques That Work Teacher Professional Development 
Workshop, Benton County School District, North Mississippi Education Consortium, November 
19, 2009 
Reading and Vocabulary Instruction: Techniques That Work Teacher Professional Development 
Workshop, Benton county School District, North Mississippi Education Consortium, January 14, 
2010 
Reading and Vocabulary Instruction: Techniques That Work Teacher Professional Development 
Workshop, Benton County School District, North Mississippi Education Consortium, February 
11, 2010. 
Creating a Positive Classroom Environment Teacher Professional Development Workshop, 
DeSoto County School District, North Mississippi Education Consortium, February 16 & 18, 
2010 
Reading and Vocabulary Instruction: Techniques That Work Teacher Professional Development 
Workshop, Benton County School District, North Mississippi Education Consortium, March 11, 
2010 
Reading and Vocabulary Instruction: Techniques That Work Teacher Professional Development 
Workshop, Benton County School District, North Mississippi Education Consortium, April 15, 
2010 
Depth of Knowledge Teacher Professional Development Workshop, Falkner High School, North 
Mississippi Education Consortium, August 5, 2010 
Cyberbullying, Electronic Messaging, & Harassment in the Schoolhouse Teacher Professional 
Development Workshop, Okolona School District, North Mississippi Education Consortium, 
August 6, 2010 
Creating Positive Classroom Environments Teacher Professional Development Workshop, 
DeSoto County School District, North Mississippi Education Consortium, February 14 & 21, 
2011 
 
                                
